Beyond behavior as a function of chronological age: the roles of motives and subjective age identity in employee citizenship by Huang, Yung-Kuei
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 2012 Yung-Kuei Huang 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
BEYOND BEHAVIOR AS A FUNCTION OF CHRONOLOGICAL AGE: THE ROLES OF 
MOTIVES AND SUBJECTIVE AGE IDENTITY IN EMPLOYEE CITIZENSHIP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BY 
 
YUNG-KUEI HUANG 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISSERTATION 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Recreation, Sport and Tourism 
in the Graduate College of the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2012 
 
 
 
 
Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
Doctoral Committee: 
 
Assistant Professor Jacqueline McDowell, Chair  
Associate Professor Patrick Vargas, Director of Research 
Professor Emeritus William McKinney 
Professor Kimberly Shinew 
Associate Professor Zvi Schwartz, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
ii

ABSTRACT 
The recent economic downturn has intensified challenges associated with financing, 
staffing and increasing demands for services, which public park and recreation agencies must 
manage to sustain the quality and quantity of services. Employees’ fulfillment of assigned tasks 
is no longer sufficient to support their agencies as the agencies respond to volatile external 
environments in a flexible and adaptable manner. It is urgent that employees in public park and 
recreation agencies go and beyond what is typically expected or required by performing, for 
example, organizational citizenship behavior during times of economic hardship. Organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB) is characterized by discretionary cooperative gestures that can 
enhance efficiency and effectiveness of the organization as a whole, including five behavioral 
dimensions: (1) altruism, (2) conscientiousness, (3) sportsmanship, (4) courtesy, and (5) civic 
virtue.  
 A parallel trend challenging public park and recreation agencies is an aging workforce. 
Accommodating the needs of an age-diverse workforce and motivating such a workforce have 
become a compelling issue to public park and recreation agencies. A question arises as to the 
extent to which, or whether or not, age makes motivating employees’ engagement in OCB more 
complicated. To identify strategies that can effectively motivate age-diverse workforces towards 
engagement in OCB, there is a need to take a closer look at age-related OCB processes. 
Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to explore the roles of chronological age and 
subjective age identity in shaping the two OCB-specific motives (i.e., prosocial and impression 
management motives) and OCBs.  
The current study employed a cross-sectional survey method to collect data from full-
time employees in municipal park and recreation agencies in the state of Illinois. A mixed-mode 
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strategy characterized by the use of both paper-based and web-based survey formats was adopted 
to increase the response rate and reduce coverage errors. Of the 2301 survey invitations, 607 
survey respondents provided usable responses, yielding a response rate of 26.4%.  
Drawing on findings from personality research, the current study predicted a curvilinear 
relationship between chronological age and OCBs in that middle-aged employees would have 
greatest engagement in OCBs. Counter to the prediction, the data failed to support a curvilinear 
relationship between age and OCBs. Instead, a linear pattern was found to be sufficient to 
describe the relationships of age with two OCB subdimensions (conscientiousness and 
sportsmanship) and overall OCB. Guided by the principles of socioemotional selective theory, 
the current study examined age differences in prosocial and impression management motives. 
The data of the current study confirmed the positive relationship between age and prosocial 
motives and the negative relationship between age and impression management motives. The 
results further supported the mediating roles of prosocial and impression management motives in 
age-related OCB relationships. Specifically, prosocial motives were found to be a significant 
mediator in the relationships of age with four OCB sub-dimensions, including altruism, 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue, at a confidence level of 95%, while marginal 
significance of mediation was found for courtesy and overall OCB at a lower confidence level of 
90%.  
In exploring the role of subjective age identity in predicting the motives and OCBs, the 
current study included three subjective age measures: identity age, cognitive age, and 
comparative age. The results suggested that, when controlling for age and other demographic 
variables, incremental validity of subjective age identity in predicting OCBs is limited. Identity 
age uniquely accounted for 1.1% of the variance in conscientiousness; cognitive age uniquely 
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accounted for 1.3% of the variance in sportsmanship; comparative age uniquely accounted for 
1.6% of the variance in sportsmanship and 1% of the variance in overall OCB. Cognitive age and 
comparative age were found to be significantly related to both prosocial and impression 
management motives, when controlling for age and other demographic variables. The data did 
not support the hypothesized moderation effect of comparative age in the relationships of age 
with criterion variables.  
The current study contributes to the body of studies on OCB by enhancing the 
understanding of age-related OCB processes. Older employees tended to report higher levels of 
OCBs, particularly conscientiousness and sportsmanship, as opposed to their younger 
counterparts. The findings pertaining to age differences in motives indicate the greater 
prominence of prosocial motives and the lower relevance of impression management with 
increasing age, providing empirical support for the general principles derived from 
socioemotional selectivity theory. The current study also advances knowledge of age differences 
in motives by identifying age differences in the two OCB-specific motives. The mediation 
relationships found in the current study verified prosocial and impression management motives 
as relevant underlying psychological mechanisms in age-related OCB processes. Such findings 
present age as a meaningful demographic antecedent to OCBs, beyond behavior as a function of 
age. The use of the comparative age measure allowed the current study to specifically explore 
and witness the relevance of younger age identities in shaping OCB-specific motives based on 
their meanings of physical or social functioning, or self-concept. People with a more youthful 
identity are more likely to embrace prosocial motives and discount impression management 
motives. The consideration of the subjective age measures, particularly comparative age, 
provides a valuable tool with which to gauge employees’ motives, attitudes, and behavior.  
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The major limitations of the current study include the use of self-reports and a cross-
sectional research design. To reduce common method variance and the socially desirable bias 
associated with self-reports, future studies on employee OCB can consider the use of multiple 
sources by including self-ratings, supervisor ratings, peer ratings and possibly customer ratings. 
To address concerns for contamination of cohort effects and unclear causality, future research 
may consider a longitudinal approach that can provide identification of age-related changes in 
motives and/or an investigation of the causal relationships of subjective age identity with 
motives and OCBs. 
Based on the findings, the current study provides recommendations for management 
practices. Municipal park and recreation agencies should consider age-related differences in 
motives and OCBs when communicating their expectations to and managing employees. 
Agencies could create social opportunities for younger employees to learn about the norm of 
citizenship from older employees. Agencies could emphasize the relational nature of employees’ 
task significance and/or collectivistic norms to nurture prosocial motives and reduce impression 
management motives, and therefore greater engagement in OCBs would arise. An alternative 
strategy to promote prosocial motives and discourage impression management motives would be 
to help employees secure and maintain their younger age identities.  
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The U. S. economic recession that began in 2008 has brought to light the importance of 
employee engagement in public park and recreation agencies. Since the economic downturn, 
researchers have observed a growing demand for public park and recreation services due to their 
relatively low costs (Godbey, 2011). Although the increased demand may be an opportunity for 
public park and recreation agencies, it may place additional pressure on the agencies to sustain 
the quality and quantity of their services during the recession (Weitzel & Mowen, 2010). This 
reality has forced many agencies to cope with budgetary losses by, for example, consolidating 
positions, reducing staffing through hiring freezes, attrition and rightsizing, and offering early 
retirement options to selected employees. Given the challenges associated with financing, 
staffing, and the growing demands for services, employees’ fulfillment of assigned tasks may not 
be sufficient to maintain quality services. Engaged employees are particularly valuable to public 
park and recreation agencies during times of economic hardship. These are employees who go 
above and beyond what is typically expected or required, who voluntarily take initiatives, who 
help colleagues, or who otherwise show exceptional commitment to work. Their discretionary 
efforts ensure that agencies develop and respond well to the demands for flexibility, adaptability, 
creativity, and innovation that characterize the modern business environment (van Veldhoven & 
Dorenbosch, 2008). 
In the literature, a number of terms have been created to illustrate different forms of 
employees’ discretionary behavior that exceeds existing role expectations (Coleman & Borman, 
2000; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995), 
such as organizational citizenship behavior (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ, 1988; Smith, 
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Organ & Near, 1983), prosocial organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), 
organizational spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992; George & Jones, 1997), contextual 
performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993), extra-role behavior (Van Dyne et al., 1995), and 
proactive behavior (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008). Among those 
behavioral terms, the notion of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), which refers to 
discretionary cooperative gestures that fuel the push toward efficient and effective working of 
organized structures (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983), has received a 
tremendous amount of research attention and has been widely studied in various organizational 
and cultural contexts. Citizenship-like behaviors will be used as a higher-order term to refer to all 
those aforementioned behavioral terms.  
A recent meta-analytic study consisting of 3,611 units (N. P. Podsakoff, Whiting, 
Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009) has confirmed the functional effect of OCB on organizational-level 
outcomes, revealing that OCB is positively related to productivity, efficiency, reduced costs, 
customer satisfaction, and reduced turnover. In light of potential benefits associated with OCB, it 
is an urgent, but not easy, task for public park and recreation agencies to promote employees’ 
engagement in OCB. Not surprisingly, top executives cited the creation and maintenance of an 
engaged workforce as one of the single most important management challenges (Wah, 1999). 
Just as with other organizations, the recent economic environment may have put more pressure 
on public park and recreation agencies to motivate their employees to go above and beyond the 
call of duty. A recent study (Matz-Costa, Pitt-Catsouphes, Bessen & Lynch, 2009), however, 
suggested that the level of employee engagement might decline during a recession. Fox (2010) 
cited findings from the August 2009 Gallup Employee Engagement Index which indicated that 
only 33 percent of employees in the United States are engaged in their work; 49 percent just 
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show up and do what they are expected to do or a little more; and the remaining approximately 
18 percent are actively disengaged from their work.  
A parallel trend challenging public park and recreation agencies is an aging workforce 
(Binnewies, Ohly, & Niessen, 2008; Matthis & Jackson, 2008). It is estimated that by 2018, 
nearly one quarter of the U.S. workforce will be comprised of workers age 55 and older (Toossi, 
2009). Although employment profiles specific to park and recreation employees’ demographic 
trends is not available, the shifts in age composition may inevitably affect public park and 
recreation agencies. Accommodating the needs of an age-diverse workforce and motivating such 
a workforce have become a compelling issue to organizations (Iun & Huang, 2007; Kogan, 
2001). Compounding the challenge of managing citizenship-like behavior, the question arises as 
to the extent to which, or whether or not, age would make such behavioral management issues 
more complicated, and thus deserving of attention and empirical examination. To obtain a better 
understanding of how to effectively manage age-diverse workforces, there is a growing body of 
research that empirically or conceptually examines age-related changes in work motivation or 
behavior (e.g., Cleveland & Lim, 2007; Gladwell, Dorwart, Stone, & Hammond, 2010; Inceoglu, 
Segers, & Bartram, 2012; Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004; Kooij, De Lange, Jansen, Kanfer, & 
Dikkers, 2011; Kooij & Van De Voorde, 2011; Ng & Feldman, 2008, 2010; Warr, 2001, 2008; 
Warr & Fay, 2001; Zacher & Frese, 2009; Zacher, Heausner, Schmitz, Zwierzanska, & Frese, 
2010). By the same token, the current study is designed to explore the role of age in shaping 
behavioral motives and organizational citizenship behavior among municipal park and recreation 
employees. 
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Statement of the Problem 
Whether employee age affects performance remains to be debated and is inconclusive 
(Sturman, 2003). The notions of citizenship-like behaviors, which unfold a new page for 
redefining the construct of job performance by considering work behaviors that do not fall under 
the rubric of core task activities (Ng & Feldman, 2008), can afford a more extensive, in-depth 
discussion on age-performance relationships. The introduction of those behavioral terms has 
stimulated scholarly interest in testing age-based patterns or age differences (e.g., Iun & Huang, 
2007; Li & Wan, 2007; Ng & Feldman, 2008; Van Der Heijden, 2006; van Veldhoven & 
Dorenbosch, 2008; Warr & Fay, 2001).  
Just as with inconsistent findings for age-performance relationships reported in earlier 
work (e.g., Avolio, Waldman, & McDaniel, 1990; Ferris, Yates, Gilmore, & Rowland, 1985; 
Griffeth & Bedeian, 1989; Liden, Stilwell, & Ferris,1996; McEvoy & Cascio, 1989; McKinney 
& Collins, 1991; Saks & Waldman, 1998; Rhodes, 1983; Sturman, 2003; Waldman & Avolio, 
1986), empirical data across studies, including those that treated age as a control variable, has 
yielded mixed results for age and OCBs. Some studies indicated negative relationships (e.g., 
Feather & Rauter, 2004; Iun & Huang, 2007; Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004) or no significant 
relationships (e.g., Ferris, Rogers, Blass, & Hochwarter, 2009; Lee & Allen, 2002; Li, Liang, & 
Crant, 2010; Tsui, Porter, & Egan, 2002; Wagner & Rush, 2000; Stamper & Van Dyne, 1998), 
whereas other studies presented positive relationships (e.g., Chattopadhyay, 1999; Li & Wang, 
2007). A recent meta-analytical study conducted by Ng and Feldman (2008) explored age and 
specific performance domains in addition to core task performance, suggesting a slightly positive 
correlation between age and overall organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), regardless of 
ratings by others (sample-size weighted corrected r = .06) or self-ratings (sample-size weighted 
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corrected r = .08). Moreover, as far as specific types of OCB based on its beneficiary targets are 
concerned, Ng and Feldman found that age was more strongly related to other-rated OCB 
directed at tasks than to other-rated OCB directed at others and organizations. Seemingly, the 
relationship of age with OCBs may vary by specific forms or different operationalizations of 
OCBs. In view of this issue, the current study carefully defines the dimensions of this construct 
and provides more detailed discussion in this regard in the chapter of literature review. To 
address the inconsistency for the age-related OCB relationship, the current study goes beyond the 
assumptions of linearity and behavior as function of age, and takes into account individual 
differences in perceptions of age.  
Linearity Issues 
A linear assumption appears to be the most predominant approach to portray age 
differences in citizenship-like behaviors in terms of quantitative variation. With only a few 
studies addressing the role of age in OCBs, age has been often treated as a control variable in the 
regression analyses in earlier work. Ng and Feldman’s (2008) meta-analysis was also exploratory 
in nature without any predictions for age and OCBs when presenting their correlational findings. 
The linear approach assumes that gains accrued from life and work experiences will override the 
effects of losses associated with aging in a linear fashion or vice versa. However, the magnitude 
of age-related effects may vary over time (Sturman, 2003). For example, individuals may 
develop better interpersonal knowledge and skills as they age. While such knowledge and skills 
may facilitate OCBs (Dudley & Cortina, 2008), their positive effect on OCBs may be less salient 
once the knowledge and skills reach up to a certain level. Namely, a plateau effect may arise. In 
a similar vein, most potential negative effects of aging, such as declines in health, skills and 
abilities, tend to manifest at the later stage of one’s career life rather than remain constant over 
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the course of one’s career life (Avolio et al., 1990; Shore & Goldberg, 2005; Sturman, 2003). 
Research evidence has suggested nonlinearity as an alternative pattern for cognitive abilities 
(Verhaeghen & Salthouse, 1997) and task performance (Ng & Feldman, 2008; Schwoerer & May, 
1996; Sparrow & Davies, 1988; Sturman, 2003) with age. Therefore, the current study argues 
that the assumption of linearity should not be the only approach to discerning age differences in 
OCBs.  
As opposed to relatively scant research on identifying relationships of knowledge, skills, 
and abilities with OCBs, researchers have heavily relied on the personality approach to 
examining individual differences in OCBs. Abundant empirical work on age differences in 
personality traits as well as on relating personality traits to OCBs lends a justification for the 
utility of the personality approach in explaining the relationship between age and OCBs. 
Borrowing evidence from personality research, the current study proposes a nonlinear pattern for 
age and OCBs.  
Beyond Behavior as a Function of Age: The Roles of Motives 
The categorical approach (Tsui & Gutek, 1999) assuming work outcomes as a function of 
demographic attributes has been one of the predominant approaches to assessing the roles of age 
in organizational settings. Within this approach, the concern over organizational outcomes often 
led scholars to propose various age phenomena in explaining behavior as a function of age 
without directly testing the mechanism of those phenomena in age-behavior processes (Lawrence, 
1996). For example, Iun and Huang (2007) proposed that, due to declining physical abilities and 
dwindling career opportunities, age would be negatively related to OCBs (identifying with the 
company and helping) for hotel and restaurant workers. Although their data supported this 
prediction, it remains uncertain whether the decline in physical abilities and career constraints 
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that older workers might experience was the actual explanation for lower levels of OCBs. Given 
that impacts of physiological and psychosocial changes, the influence of surrounding culture and 
situated career systems, and historical incidents throughout the course of one’s life may all play a 
role in shaping age differences in work behavior, the current study recognizes that the 
personality approach as a single theoretical perspective may not suffice to explain complicated 
age effects on work behavior. To advance the understanding about age-related effects on 
behavior in organizations, it is imperative that more research attempts are devoted to identifying 
underlying mechanisms in this age-behavior process.  
Kanfer and Ackerman (2004) argued that age-related changes in motivational attributes, 
rather than chronological age per se, would be the leading forces dictating employees’ behavioral 
outcomes over the course of their career life. In addition to normative changes in level of 
physical strength, cognitive abilities, and personality traits, qualitative changes in motives for 
action are expected in adulthood development (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004; Warr, 2001). For 
example, socioemotional selectivity theory (Carstensen, Isaacowitz, & Charles, 1999), one of the 
prominent life-span approaches, suggests that the motive for social interactions changes over 
time as a function of one’s perceptions of future time. This theory assumes that young adults 
tend to seek social interactions primarily for their informational value and future opportunities 
for instrumental gains; in contrast, older adults seek social interactions primarily for emotional 
gratification. In spite of increasing attention given to understanding how work-related motives 
change with age (Inceoglu et al., 2012; Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004; Kooij et al., 2011; Rhodes, 
1983; Warr, 2001, 2008), there is a paucity of research articulating how age differences in work-
related motives regulate specific work behavior. Accordingly, the current study considers the 
roles of behavior-specific motives within its efforts in mapping out age-related OCB processes. 
8

Organizational research on OCBs proposed three types of motivation associated with 
engagement in OCBs (Bolino, 1999; Bolino, Turnley, & Niehoff, 2004; Rioux & Penner, 2001): 
The first category derives from reciprocity suggested by social exchange theory, which focuses 
on the traditional work motivational basis such as job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment (Bolino et al., 2004). The second category, prosocial motives, embodies desires to 
be helpful and concerned about others’ well-being (Grant, 2008; Rioux & Penner, 2001). The 
third category is impression management motives, which are concerned with securing positive 
images and avoiding negative ones (Rioux & Penner, 2001). Drawing on theoretical and 
empirical work on age differences in motives, the current study contends that there may be age-
related changes in motives for OCBs. Particularly, the principle of socioemotional selectivity 
theory, which predicts that older and younger adults’ attempts for social interactions are driven 
by different goals (Carstensen et al., 1999), will guide the current study in explaining age 
differences in motives for OCBs. To date, the more recently identified OCB motives – prosocial 
and impression management motives – have not received much attention in the context of age, as 
opposed to job satisfaction and organizational commitment, which have been widely assessed in 
relation to age differences (see Ng & Feldman, 2010). Thus, instead of examining all three types 
of OCB motives, the current study will focus on age differences in prosocial and impression 
management motives. 
Individual Differences in Perceptions of Age 
In earlier studies with implicit, and sometimes explicit, assumptions concerning behavior 
as a function of age, chronological age has been the most predominant operationalization of the 
age construct (Ng & Feldman, 2008). However, chronological age alone may not adequately 
capture the inter-individual variation in subjective meanings associated with age (Cleveland & 
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Shore, 1992). Age influences behavior through the perceptions, beliefs, and socially constructed 
information people ascribe to age (Lawrence, 1996). Age can be one of the instrumental factors 
that comprise one’s self-concept, which interprets experiences and regulates behaviors (Markus 
& Wurf, 1986). On the other hand, according to self-categorization theory, age information can 
be translated as a convenient reference for mapping social and cultural expectations about roles 
and deeds in a categorization process (Settersten & Mayer, 1997). Subjective age identification 
reflects social meanings and imprinted images of age categories in the surrounding culture 
(Logan, Ward, & Spitze, 1992).  
When researchers used chronological age to predict attitudinal or behavioral outcomes, 
they automatically assumed that people who share the same age or who are categorized into the 
same arbitrarily defined age group have same age-related self-conceptions. This plausible 
assumption has been criticized as one of the major drawbacks within the categorical approach, 
which seeks to find the relationships between demographic attributes of employees and work 
outcomes (Tsui & Gutek, 1999). Chronological age or arbitrarily defined age groups as 
predictors may mask variation in self-conceptions or in interpretations of social surroundings 
among individuals of the same chronological age (Brubaker & Powers, 1976; Peters, 1971). 
Using perceptual age measures, which can more accurately reflect psychological and social 
meanings attached to age, may have greater relevance or intrinsic validity in explaining 
individual differences in work behaviors than using chronological age. However, utilizing 
subjective age identity in predicting work behavior remains under-developed. As such, the role 
of subjective age identity in age-behavior relationships merits more scholarly attention.  
Research on Age and OCB in Park and Recreation Contexts 
The research settings in the current study are municipal park and recreation agencies.  
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They are a format of public park and recreation delivery systems at the local level. They are 
established to provide park and recreation services to the local community within their 
jurisdictional boundaries (Moiseichik, Day, & Bodey, 2005). A municipal park and recreation 
agency can be one of the units within the confines of a municipal government (Farland, 2010). A 
number of states, such as Illinois, have enacted legislation that “authorizes the establishment of 
special districts at the local level to provide designated park and recreation services” (Moiseichik 
et al., 2005, p. 33). Park districts, which have their own governing bodies and operate for the 
purpose of providing park and recreation services, are another structure of municipal park and 
recreation agencies. Although there is evident variation in organizational structures of municipal 
park and recreation agencies, they are traditionally structured into three major functional 
departments: (1) administrative, (2) recreation, and (3) parks (Hughes, Boatright, & Staffo, 2005; 
Reynolds & Hormachea, 1976).  
Age-related issues or OCB are not new topics in research geared toward identifying 
better human resource management practices in public park and recreation delivery systems. 
However, the number of studies designed to explore the aging or OCB phenomena among park 
and recreation employees, to date, remains limited. For example, parallel to industrial and 
organizational psychologists’ efforts to uncover the pervasiveness of age-related stereotypes in 
the workplace and disparate treatments based on age, McKinney and Collins (1991) attempted to 
identify potential performance appraisal bias associated with demographic attributes in the 
setting of park and recreation by examining the influence of age, sex, and race on recreation 
supervisors’ ratings of their subordinates. In view of the recent economic downturn and the 
multigenerational workforce, Gladwell, Dorwart, Stone, and Hammond (2010) conducted a study 
on the differences between the age generations of park and recreation professionals in relation to 
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their perceived importance of and satisfaction with organizational benefits. They found no 
significant differences among Baby Boomers (born between 1943 and 1960), Generation X (born 
between 1961 and 1981), and Generation Y (born in 1982 or later) in terms of perceived 
importance of and satisfaction with higher-order organizational benefit factors (i.e., 
programs/leaves, job security, and professional growth). With respect to specific benefits, 
Gladwell et al. (2010) observed some generational differences. For example, Generation Y 
professionals placed greater importance on promotion with the organization than Baby Boomers 
and Generation X employees.  
As far as OCB is concerned, one study by Anderson and Shinew (2001) focused on 
gender differences and the other study by Kent and Chelladurai (2003) assessed relationships 
between leadership attributes and OCB. Both the studies measured OCB using the scale 
developed by Smith et al. (1983), which is operationally defined by altruism and generalized 
compliance behavior. In a nation-wide sample of parks and recreation professionals, Anderson 
and Shinew (2001) found significant gender differences in four of the sixteen OCB items, while 
a composite score of OCB was not used in their study. Female professionals indicated greater 
engagement in helping others who have heavy workload. Male professionals showed more 
desirable traits on three generalized compliance items. The data collected from full-time 
employees in a state department of parks and recreation in Kent and Chelladurai’s (2003) study 
suggested that leadership variables such as intellectual stimulation and leader-member exchange 
were positively related to OCB as one of the individual outcomes.  
 As the past research in the field of park and recreation treated age issues and OCB as 
phenomena that do not intersect, scant research in this area lends a value for an inquiry into age-
related OCB processes among park and recreation employees. From a perspective of 
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effectiveness, research that considers behavioral outcomes may be more informative for 
managers in park and recreation agencies to know how to change employee behavior. While the 
findings from Gladwell et al. (2010) may help park and recreation agencies craft their benefit 
programs based on unique needs and preferences of each generation, their study could not 
answer whether fulfillment of those needs and preferences would significantly promote 
functional work behavior.  
In addition, unique characteristics of park and recreation agencies and their employees 
may warrant attention in the efforts of examining organizational behavior phenomena among 
employees of this particular profession. At a micro level, park and recreation professionals, for 
example, are often perceived as thoughtful, friendly, energetic, easy going, or dedicated (Parr & 
Lashua, 2005) and customer service orientation is often required in their job descriptions. As 
such, it seems that interpersonal skills are highly valued within this particular profession. At a 
macro level, Farland (2010) found that support-orientation culture that focuses on trust and a 
caring work environment has been rated as one of the dominant cultures among his surveyed 
municipal park and recreation agencies. Despite that such findings should not be generalized to 
other agencies, it is likely that, guided by similar professional missions and values, support-
oriented culture might be embraced by many agencies. Research has suggested that agreeable 
personality (e.g., Borman, Penner, Allen & Motowidlo, 2001; Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller, & 
Johnson, 2009; Organ & Ryan, 1995), interpersonal skills (Dudley & Cortina, 2008), and trust in 
organizations (Ammeter, Douglas, Ferris, & Goka, 2004) may shape employee engagement in 
OCB. It would be interesting to witness the extent to which park and recreation employees’ OCB 
dynamics would reflect their uniqueness and/or still follow general organizational theories.  
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Purpose of the Research 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the roles of chronological age and subjective 
age identity in shaping the two OCB motives – prosocial and impression management motives – 
and OCBs. The current study draws on empirical research on personality traits for framing the 
possible relational pattern between chronological age and OCBs. Guided by the principles of 
socioemotional selective theory, the current study examines age differences in those two 
important OCB-related motives. The current study also aims to confirm the associations of 
prosocial and impression management motives with OCBs. Beyond chronological age, different 
forms of self-rated subjective ages, such as identity age, cognitive age, and comparative age, are 
measured to reflect subjective age identity. The current study evaluates the utility of subjective 
age identity in predicting OCBs and the two motives. Four major research questions guiding the 
current study are described as follows: 
1. How does employees’ chronological age relate to their organizational citizenship behavior? 
 
2. Do employees demonstrate any age differences in prosocial and impression management 
motives for OCBs? 
 
3. Do prosocial and impression management motives mediate the relationship between 
chronological age and OCBs? 
 
4. What are the predictive roles of subjective age measures in the relationships of chronological 
age with the two motives and OCBs?  
Significance of the Research 
The current study extended the existing body of research on age-related OCB 
relationships in two primary ways. First, the current study went beyond the simple equation that 
behavior is a function of age by evaluating motive mechanisms related to age in organizations. In 
response to the suggestion by Lawrence (1996) that organizational scholars need to apply 
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existing age theories from other disciplines to age issues in organizational settings, the current 
study borrowed the principles of socioemotional selectivity theory to account for age differences 
in OCB-specific motives. Such assessments enhanced the understanding about the engagement in 
OCBs and its underlying age-related motivational processes.  
Second, the current study applied Cleveland and Shore’s (1992) notion of behavior as a 
function of subjective meanings attached to age by including subjective age measures. The 
relative paucity of research has addressed the role of subjective age measures in shaping 
behavioral motives and behaviors. The consideration of subjective age measures allowed the 
current study to address the influence of perceptual inter-individual variation and prove 
theoretical utility in explaining prosocial motives, impression management motives, and OCBs.  
Delimitations of the Research 
 Three delimitations were identified in the current study. First, the subjects of the study 
were limited to full-time employees at the municipal park and recreation agencies in the state of 
Illinois as of the day they completed the survey. Second, the membership directory of the Illinois 
Park and Recreation Association accessed by the researcher as of April 6, 2012 was used as a 
sampling frame. From the directory, those who did not provide effective email information or 
who were not affiliated with municipal park and recreation agencies were excluded from the 
sample recruitment. Third, the distribution and collection of the survey was conducted in the 
spring semester, 2012. 
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CHAPTER II  
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The layout of this chapter begins with a definition of organizational citizenship behavior 
(OCB), its dimensions, issues concerning its conceptualization and operational definition, and its 
antecedents. The following section presents a brief discussion of the categorical approach, which 
guides organizational researchers in the application of demographic variables to predict 
employee outcomes. Subsequently, this chapter provides an overview of the fundamental 
concepts of socioemotional selectivity theory. Drawing on previous empirical work and 
theoretical principles, a conceptual framework that guides the current study is illustrated. A set of 
hypotheses are proposed to outline the relationships among chronological age, OCBs and OCB 
motives. This chapter then presents a definition of subjective age identity and delineates the 
development of subjective age measures. Hypotheses addressing the roles of subjective age 
measures in OCBs or in OCB motives are formulated and built on preceding studies on 
subjective age.     
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
The OCB Construct 
Organ (1988) defined organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as “individual behavior 
that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and in the 
aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the organization” (p. 4). The 
concept of organizational citizenship behavior has appeared in older writings about 
organizational systems, such as Chester Barnard’s (1938) notion of willingness to cooperate and 
Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn’s (1978) notion of innovative and spontaneous activity (Organ, 
1988). Katz and Kahn (1978) suggested that, in addition to expected role requirements that meet 
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or exceed quantitative and qualitative standards of performance, innovative and spontaneous 
behavior beyond role prescriptions is required for the accomplishment of organizational goals 
(see also Katz, 1964). Cooperative gestures, actions protecting the organization, creative 
suggestions for organizational improvement, self-training activities for additional responsibilities, 
and behavior enhancing the external image of the organization are all under the categories of this 
innovative and spontaneous behavior. To refer to spontaneous cooperative gestures for 
maintaining organized structures, but which can neither be enforced nor elicited by formal 
structure and contract-based exchanges, Dennis Organ and his students (Bateman & Organ, 
1983; Smith et al., 1983) introduced the term organizational citizenship behavior.  
By definition, OCB is not clearly specified in the person’s employment contract, 
requiring, to a certain extent, personal volition (Organ, 1988, 1997; Organ, Podsakoff, & 
MacKenzie, 2006). The employee’s choice to not engage in such behavior will not incur 
punishment, while the formal reward system does not guarantee any immediate return to the 
individual who demonstrates OCB. Further, to be considered as OCB, the aggregate of actions 
must be functional to organizational effectiveness and efficiency, though a single occurrence of 
such gestures may be trivial. The attempt of early OCB research was to address Organ’s (1977) 
proposition that job satisfaction exerts greater influence on discretionary or spontaneous 
contributions of employees rather than their narrowly-defined productivity that merely reflects 
the quantity and/or quality of output (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ et al., 2006). 
Dimensionality of OCB 
Scholars have always conceived of OCB as a multi-dimensional construct (LePine, Erez, 
& Johnson, 2002; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). However, there has been a 
lack of consensus over its behavioral dimensions. Smith et al. (1983) started with altruism and 
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generalized compliance as two dimensions of OCB. With a synthesis of earlier efforts in this 
stream of research, Organ (1988) proposed a taxonomy consisting of five behavioral dimensions: 
altruism (voluntarily helping others with work-related problems), conscientiousness (complying 
with rules and being diligent), sportsmanship (maintaining a positive attitude), courtesy 
(informing others in order to reduce inconveniences or prevent problems), and civic virtue 
(responsible participation in the political process). Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter 
(1990) developed a measure of OCB based on Organ’s (1988) five-dimensional model, which 
has been one of the most widely used scales in the OCB literature (Organ et al., 2006).  
Several other taxonomies of citizenship behavior have been proposed and operationalized 
(e.g., Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994; Moorman & Blakely, 1995), but there are some 
overlaps in the behavioral dimensions between those proposed taxonomies and Organ’s OCB 
framework (Coleman & Borman, 2000; LePine et al., 2002). For example, drawing on the work 
of Graham (1991), who borrowed the notion of civic responsibilities in political science in 
conceptualizing OCB, Van Dyne et al. (1994) derived five categories of OCB: (1) obedience 
(respect for rules and policies), (2) loyalty (allegiance to an organization and protection of its 
interests), (3) social participation (engagement in affiliative group activities), (4) advocacy 
participation (innovation, challenging others, and making suggestions for change), and (5) 
functional participation (committed efforts and self-development). Obedience contains the 
concept of conscientiousness; social participation overlaps with the notions of courtesy and civic 
virtue (LePine et al., 2002).  
Instead of focusing on behavioral elements, some scholars suggested conceptual 
categories of citizenship behavior based on the beneficiary of the behavior. William and 
Anderson (1991), for instance, proposed two distinct groups of behavior: organizational 
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citizenship behavior directed toward individuals (OCBI) and organizational citizenship behavior 
directed toward the organization (OCBO). The former category includes altruism and courtesy; 
the latter category subsumes conscientiousness and sportsmanship. While Lee and Allen (2002) 
also adopted this distinction in their operationalization of OCB, their OCBO scale primarily 
focused on civic virtue. To have a more inclusive view of OCB, Coleman and Borman (2000) 
generated a three-dimensional model by sorting 27 citizenship-like behaviors with a cluster 
analysis. Their interpersonal citizenship performance focuses on cooperative and facilitative 
efforts that benefit other organizational members and thus resembles Organ’s altruism and 
courtesy domains. Their organizational citizenship performance focuses on endorsing, 
supporting and defending organizational objectives, as well as following rules and procedures. 
This dimension resembles Organ’s conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue domains. 
Their job/task citizenship performance is the only dimension that does not overlap with Organ’s 
domains with its focus on extra effort and persistence on the job.  
More recently, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000) identified nearly 30 
potentially different forms of citizenship behavior in their review, concluding with a list of seven 
common OCB dimensions: helping behavior, compliance, sportsmanship, civic virtue, 
organizational loyalty, individual initiative, and self-development (see also Organ et al., 2006). 
They combined altruism and courtesy from Organ’s taxonomy into the domain of helping 
behavior. Their model includes behavioral domains that are distinct and additional to Organ’s 
framework. Organizational loyalty refers to behavior that entails promoting the image of the 
organization as well as protecting and defending it against external threats; individual initiative 
involves voluntary acts of taking on extra responsibilities, innovation for improvement, and 
persistence with extra efforts; self-development includes employees’ voluntary activities for 
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enhancing and expanding their knowledge, skills and abilities. Table 1 summarizes the different 
taxonomies discussed earlier with these seven dimensions as primary comparison referents, 
visibly highlighting conceptual overlap between the constructs. 
Table 1. Summary of OCB Taxonomies 
Podsakoff et al. (2000) Smith et al. (1983) Organ (1988, 1990b) Van Dyne et al. (1994) 
Helping Behavior – 
involves voluntarily 
helping others with, or 
preventing the 
occurrence of, work-
related problems (p. 
516). 
Altruism – behavior 
that is directly and 
intentionally aimed at 
helping a specific 
person in face-to-face 
situations (e g., 
orienting new people, 
assisting someone with 
a heavy workload) (p. 
657). 
Altruism – voluntary 
actions that help 
another person with a 
work problem – 
instructing a new hire 
on how to use 
equipment, helping a 
coworker catch up with 
a backlog of work, 
fetching materials that a 
colleague needs and 
cannot procure on his 
one (Organ, 1990b, p. 
96). 
 
 Courtesy – subsumes 
all of those foresightful 
gestures that help 
someone else prevent a 
problem – touching 
base with people before 
committing to actions 
that will affect them, 
providing advance 
notice to someone who 
needs to know to 
schedule work (Organ, 
1990b, p. 96). 
Organizational 
Loyalty – entails 
promoting the 
organization to 
outsiders, protecting 
and defending it against 
external threats, and 
remaining committed to 
it even under adverse 
conditions (p. 517). 
  Loyalty – is 
identification with and 
allegiance to an 
organization’s leader 
and the organization as 
a whole, transcending 
the parochial interests 
of individuals, work 
groups and departments 
(p. 767). 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Podsakoff et al. (2000) Smith et al. (1983) Organ (1988, 1990b) Van Dyne et al. (1994) 
Civic Virtue – represents 
a macro-level interest in, 
or commitment to, the 
organization as a whole. 
This is shown by a 
willingness to participate 
actively in its governance 
(e.g., attending meetings, 
engaging in policy 
debates, expressing one’s 
opinion about what 
strategy the organization 
ought to follow, etc.); to 
monitor its environment 
for threats and 
opportunities (e.g., 
keeping up with changes 
in the industry that might 
affect the organization); 
and to look out for its best 
interests (e.g., reporting 
fire hazards or suspicious 
activities, locking doors, 
etc.), even at great 
personal cost (p. 525). 
 Civic Virtue – is 
responsible, 
constructive 
involvement in the 
political process of the 
organization, including 
not just expressing 
opinions but reading 
one’s mail, attending 
meetings, and keeping 
abreast of larger issues 
involving the 
organization (Organ, 
1990b, p. 96). 
Social Participation – 
describes participation 
that is noncontroversial 
and involves 
interpersonal and social 
contact. 
Advocacy 
Participation – 
describe(s) innovation, 
maintaining high 
standards, challenging 
others, and making 
suggestions for change 
– behaviors targeted at 
other members of an 
organization and 
reflecting a willingness 
to be controversial (p. 
780). 
Sportsmanship – 
[implies] people who not 
only do not complain 
when they are 
inconvenienced by others, 
but also maintain a 
positive attitude even 
when things do not go 
their way, are not 
offended when others do 
not follow their 
suggestions, are willing to 
sacrifice their personal 
interest for the good of 
the work group, and do 
not take the rejection of 
their ideas personally (p. 
517). 
 Sportsmanship – a 
willingness to tolerate 
the inevitable 
inconveniences and 
impositions of work 
without complaining 
(Organ, 1990b, p. 96). 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Podsakoff et al. (2000) Smith et al. (1983) Organ (1988, 1990b) Van Dyne et al. (1994) 
Organizational 
Compliance – capture(s) a 
person’s internalization 
and acceptance of the 
organization’s rules, 
regulations, and 
procedures, which results 
in a scrupulous adherence 
to them, even when no one 
observes or monitors 
compliance (p. 517). 
Generalized 
Compliance – 
pertains to a more 
impersonal form of 
conscientiousness that 
does not provide 
immediate aid to any 
one specific person, 
but rather is indirectly 
helpful to others 
involved in the 
system. The behavior 
(e g, punctuality, not 
wasting time) seems to 
represent something 
akin to compliance 
with internalized 
norms 
defining what a “good 
employee ought to do”  
(p. 657) 
Conscientiousness – 
a pattern of going 
well beyond 
minimally required 
levels of attendance, 
punctuality, 
housekeeping, 
conserving resources, 
and related matters of 
internal maintenance 
(Organ, 1990b, p. 
96). 
Obedience – reflects 
acceptance of the 
necessity and 
desirability of rational 
rules and regulations 
governing 
organizational 
structure, job 
descriptions, and 
personnel policies (p. 
767). 
Individual Initiative – 
involves engaging in task-
related behaviors at a level 
that is so far beyond 
minimally required or 
generally expected levels 
that it takes on a voluntary 
flavor. Such behaviors 
include voluntary acts of 
creativity and innovation 
designed to improve one’s 
task or the organization’s 
performance, persisting 
with extra enthusiasm and 
effort to accomplish one’s 
job, volunteering to take 
on extra responsibilities, 
and encouraging others in 
the organization to do the 
same (p. 524). 
  Functional 
Participation – a form 
of participation in 
which individuals focus 
on themselves rather 
than others in their 
organizations but yet 
contribute to 
organizational 
effectiveness. These 
personally focused 
behaviors include 
participation through 
performing additional 
work activities, self-
development, and 
volunteering for special 
assignments (p. 783).   
Self-development – 
includes voluntary 
behaviors employees 
engage in to improve their 
knowledge, skills and 
abilities (p. 525). 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Podsakoff et al. (2000) Moorman & Blakely, 
(1995) 
William & Anderson 
(1991) 
Coleman & Borman 
(2000) 
Helping Behavior Interpersonal Helping 
- focuses on helping co-
workers in their jobs 
when such help was 
needed (p. 130). 
OCBI – behaviors that 
immediately benefit 
specific individuals and 
indirectly through this 
means contribute to the 
organization (e.g., helps 
others who have been 
absent, takes a personal 
interest in other 
employees) (pp. 601-
602). 
Interpersonal 
Citizenship 
Performance – 
behaviors that assist, 
support, and develop 
organization members 
through cooperative 
and facilitative efforts 
that go beyond 
expectations (p. 36).  
Organizational 
Loyalty 
Loyal Boosterism – 
describes the promotion 
of the organizational 
image to outsiders (p. 
130). 
 Organizational 
Citizenship 
Performance – 
behaviors that 
demonstrate 
commitment to the 
organization through 
allegiance and loyalty 
to the organization and 
organization objectives, 
and compliance with 
organizational rules, 
policies, and 
procedures (p. 36) 
 
Civic Virtue   
Sportsmanship  OCBO – behaviors that 
benefit the organization 
in general (e.g., gives 
advance notice when 
unable to come to 
work, adheres to 
informal rules devised 
to maintain order) (p. 
602). 
Organizational 
Compliance 
 
Individual Initiative Personal Industry - 
describes the 
performance of specific 
tasks above and beyond 
the call of duty (p. 
130). 
 Job/Task Citizenship 
Performance – extra 
efforts that go beyond 
role requirements; 
demonstrating 
dedication to the job, 
persistence, and the 
desire to maximize 
one's own job 
performance (p. 36). 
Individual Initiative - 
describes 
communications to 
others in the workplace 
to improve individual 
and group performance 
(p. 130). 
Self-development   
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Although recent conceptual development suggests that OCB can subsume seven 
dimensions (Organ et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2000), the current study accepts Organ’s (1988) 
original framework for the following reasons. First, an OCB scale that measures the seven 
dimensions altogether with psychometric evidence appears to be unavailable. Second, in 
comparison to Organ’s five dimensions that are characterized by their affiliative nature, more 
recently identified behaviors (e.g., individual initiative, self-development) may not share such an 
essential property, thereby requiring different antecedents or correlates. Van Dyne et al. (1995) 
proposed a typology of positive extra-role behavior (affiliative/promotive, 
challenging/prohibitive, affiliative/prohibitive, and challenging/promotive), which renders utility 
in defining focal behaviors of the OCB construct. Affiliative behavior is cooperative and 
strengthens relationships with others; challenging behavior is change-oriented and emphasizes 
improvement (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Promotive behavior encourages or supports things to 
progress; prohibitive behavior is initiated to protect the organization and its members from harm 
and to prevent problems.  
Van Dyne et al. (1995) argued that the conceptualization and operationalization of OCB 
should continue its original emphasis on behaviors that are cooperative and supportive in nature. 
If the OCB construct evolves to contain behaviors that are challenging, controversial, or change-
oriented, such as voice (making suggestions; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) and taking charge 
(carrying out constructive changes aimed at improvement; Morrison & Phelps, 1999), the 
nuances in their unique antecedents and consequences may confound empirical relationships 
(Van Dyne et al., 1995). For example, empirical evidence has suggested that change-oriented 
OCB and cooperative OCB have different relationships with personality traits in terms of their 
magnitude and direction (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). The five dimensions conceptualized in 
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Organ’s OCB framework have been proven to be highly intercorrelated (LePine et al., 2002). 
This result appears to support the classification of OCB into the common affiliative/promotive 
dimension of extra-role behavior by Van Dyne et al. (1995). As such, this study focuses on 
affiliative and promotive activities in the OCB framework forwarded by Organ (1988). A more 
detailed discussion about Organ’s (1988) taxonomy of OCB is provided as follows. 
The first dimension is altruism, nowadays labeled as helping, referring to discretionary 
actions directly aimed at helping a particular individual with work-related problems (Organ, 
1988; Organ et al., 2006). An example would be helping a new hire learn how to use equipment 
or software. The immediate beneficiary of the helping action can be a coworker, supervisor, 
subordinate, or client. Helpful actions can streamline business operations and in the long run 
secure and enhance organizational efficiency. 
Conscientiousness was initially denoted as generalized compliance by Smith et al. (1983), 
representing behavior that exemplifies a "high order of compliance with the constraints upon 
individuals necessary to make a cooperative system" and then contributes in a more impersonal 
fashion to the group, department or organization (Organ et al., 2006, p. 19). This form of OCB, 
nevertheless, does not indicate merely strict obedience to order. Rather, it emphasizes expression 
in the effort, beyond the minimally acceptable level of standards, to be punctual, to meet 
deadlines, to refrain from unnecessary breaks and idle conversation, and to adhere to informal 
and formal rules that preserve a cooperative system.  
Sportsmanship is an important, albeit often underappreciated, form of OCB defined as “a 
willingness to tolerate the inevitable inconveniences and impositions of work without 
complaining” (Organ, 1990b, p. 96). Individuals who do not complain tend to maintain a positive 
attitude and try to make the best of the situation in the face of adversity (Podsakoff et al., 2000). 
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Good sportsmanship also characterizes people who are not easily offended when their 
suggestions are ignored or not accepted. With respect to organizational effectiveness, whining 
and grievances may divert resources and energy from the more productive activities of planning, 
business analysis, and problem solving; on the contrary, sportsmanship conserves the amount of 
stamina that allows organizational changes to unfold smoothly (Organ, 1988, 1990; Organ et al., 
2006).  
Organ’s (1988) framework includes courtesy as a distinguishable dimension of OCB. 
This form of prudent gestures captures actions including, but not exclusively limited to, advance 
notice, reminders, passing along information, or consultation, which are carried out with the 
intention of helping others prepare to handle future problems or reduce work-related 
inconvenience imposed on others. An example would be notifying all the affected coworkers of 
your decision when you make a commitment to a customer of accommodation to meet his/her 
need. OCB researchers later argued that courtesy should be considered a form of helping 
behavior geared toward problem prevention, whereas altruism relates to problem solving or 
mitigation (Organ et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2000).  
Organ (1988) derived the fifth OCB dimension, civic virtue, from Graham’s (1986) 
discussion of employees’ responsible participation and involvement as a good organizational 
citizen in the political process within organizations. Civic virtue denotes a willingness to actively 
participate in corporate governance (e.g., attending meetings, expressing opinions about 
organizational strategies and policies in a constructive tone, keeping up with issues that affect the 
organization, taking part in the rituals that secure positive organizational identity). It also 
includes taking a direct interest in the running of the organization (e.g., reporting suspicious 
activities), even to the point of sacrificing personal interests (Organ et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 
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2000). It is noteworthy that the more dramatic forms of civic virtue, such as voicing critiques to 
existing practices and policies, may not immediately receive applause because in the short run it 
may impede the efficiency of proceedings in decision and policy making (Organ, 1988; Organ et 
al., 2006). Organizations, in the long run, are likely to suffer from inefficiency due to ill-
considered decisions. Constructive involvement in the governance process brings more 
perspectives and knowledge to the table, fostering formulation of appropriate decisions and 
policies. The challenging forms of civic virtue are not included in the operationalization of OCB 
in the current study. 
Limitations of Conceptual and Operational Definitions of OCB 
With growing interest in citizenship-like behavior, organizational scholars have 
introduced a number of closely related concepts, such as prosocial organizational behavior 
(Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), organizational spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992; George & Jones, 
1997), contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993), and extra-role behavior (Van 
Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995). Brief and Motowidlo (1986) referred to prosocial 
organizational behavior as behavior that is, “(1) performed by a member of an organization; (2) 
directed toward an individual, group, or organization with whom he/she interacts while carrying 
out his or her organizational role; and (3) performed with the intention of promoting the welfare 
of the individual, group, or organization toward which it is directed” (p. 711). They suggested 
thirteen forms of prosocial organizational behavior, which could be either functional or 
dysfunctional to organizational effectiveness. This underlying construct includes both role-
prescribed and extra-role behaviors. In view of the broad definition of prosocial organizational 
behavior, George and Brief (1992) defined organizational spontaneity as functional extra-role 
behaviors that are voluntarily performed. Following Katz’s (1964) assertion, George and Brief 
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(1992) specified five forms of spontaneous behavior: (1) helping coworkers, (2) protecting the 
organization, (3) making constructive suggestions, (4) developing oneself, and (5) spreading 
goodwill.  
Another relevant term, contextual performance, was introduced in response to the 
concern about selection scholars and practitioners’ narrow view of job performance (Borman & 
Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo, 2000). It is argued that traditional selection criteria tend to focus 
on formally-recognized activities that directly support the technical core of one’s job, but 
overlook activities that contribute to the social and psychological aspects of the work 
environment, in which the technical core functions are performed. Borman and Motowidlo 
(1993) identified volunteering, persisting, helping, following rules, and endorsing organizational 
objectives as the primary manifestations of contextual performance, which is not formally 
prescribed but important for organizational effectiveness, as opposed to task performance that 
job incumbents must perform in exchange for pay. Van Dyne et al. (1995) conceptually 
examined OCB, prosocial organizational behavior, whistle-blowing, and principled 
organizational dissent within the nomological framework of extra-role behavior. The term, extra-
role behavior, is defined as “behavior which benefits the organization and/or is intended to 
benefit the organization, which is discretionary and which goes beyond existing role expectations” 
(Van Dyne et al., 1995, p. 218).   
Earlier theoretical efforts tended to derive those behavioral constructs loosely, leaving the 
muddled state of conceptual overlap (Van Dyne et al., 1995). A common theme of those diverse 
conceptualizations is an attempt to identify work behaviors that are outside the domain of 
traditionally-defined job performance, but are vital and essential to organizational survival, 
efficiency, and effectiveness (Van Dyne et al., 1994). Owing to this common theme across those 
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higher-order behavioral constructs, many specific forms of work behaviors that are used to 
illustrate the higher-order constructs are equivalent or very similar (Coleman & Borman, 2000; 
Schnake, 1991). In some instances, different researchers used different labels to describe 
essentially the same idea in the literature (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Accordingly, it is not 
uncommon that those constructs and related measures have been used interchangeably. For 
example, O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) operationalized their so-called prosocial behavior by 
employing items of OCB from Smith et al. (1983). As the behavior of interest in this study is 
OCB, a detailed comparison between the frameworks of those behavioral constructs is outside 
the scope of this study. However, it is noteworthy that the related conceptualizations have 
fostered more in-depth discussion pertaining to defining requirements of the OCB construct. 
As mentioned earlier, the discretionary, non-obligatory nature of the described behaviors 
is essential in defining OCB. By emphasizing that such behaviors are valued, but not required, 
except perhaps to some enforceable minimum standards (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 
1983), earlier OCB researchers conceptually distinguished OCB from in-role performance and 
traditionally construed OCB as extra-role activities (Organ, 1988, 1990a, 1997; Schnake, 1991; 
Van Dyne et al., 1994; Van Dyne et al., 1995; Williams & Anderson, 1991). Williams and 
Anderson (1991) found empirical support that employees were able to differentiate in-role 
behavior from citizenship behavior toward individuals and the organization. Critics, however, 
cast doubt on the tacit premise within Organ’s (1988) OCB definition that role definitions are 
fixed for all job incumbents (Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999; Morrison, 1994; Pond, Nacoste, Mohr, & 
Rodriguez, 1997; Tepper, Lockhart, & Hoobler, 2001). A fundamental concern has arisen as to 
whether there is a distinct, unambiguous boundary between in-role and extra-role behavior 
(Graham, 1991; Morrison, 1994; Van Dyne et al., 1995).  
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Van Dyne et al. (1995) noted that perceptions of an employee’s behavior as in-role versus 
extra-role might be a function of the expectations of the perceiver. Based on Graen’s (1976) 
concept of role making, Morrison (1994) construed role definitions as a consequence of the 
negotiation of task scopes between employees and supervisors. It is also recognized that 
expectations about organizational roles do not always require explicit communication between 
actors and role senders (Stone-Romero, Alvarez, & Thompson, 2009). Through socialization, 
employees make sense of social or behavioral cues, which in turn guide their role behavior 
(Morrison, 1994; Stone-Romero et al., 2009). Since some types of role behaviors are already 
regulated by socially-acceptable or normative standards, many organizational members are 
aware that they are expected, for example, to interact with others with a polite manner, to persist 
at tasks until they are completed, or to perform tasks even in the absence of supervisory 
monitoring (Stone-Romero et al., 2009).  
Employees’ beliefs concerning how they are supposed to act are subject to their 
interpretations of behavioral cues, while the differences in expectations may rest upon, for 
example, a job incumbent’s ability, motivation, training, or available resources. Hence, working 
individuals holding the same job may define the breadth of their job responsibilities differently 
(Morrison, 1994). Expectations imposed on them, as to what is in-role or extra-role, may vary 
across observers, times and organizations (Van Dyne et al., 1995). Empirical evidence has 
indicated that supervisors and subordinates differ in defining specific behaviors as subordinates’ 
job responsibilities; that many behaviors that supervisors consider to be in-role are defined by 
subordinates as extra-role (Lam et al., 1999; Morrison, 1994). The overall conclusion from this 
stream of arguments is that the distinction between in-role and extra-role behavior is somewhat 
arbitrary and can be subject to multiple interpretations.  
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In response to compelling criticisms on the discretionary and non-contractual reward 
requirements of OCB, Organ (1997) subscribed to the definition of contextual performance in 
repositioning the OCB construct. Since classifying OCB as in-role or extra-role places 
researchers in an awkward position, Organ (1997) suggested that it is preferable not to refer to 
extra-role behavior in defining OCB. However, Van Dyne et al. (1995) argued that it is the 
dynamic and relative nature of role definitions that creates ambiguity and makes classification 
difficult, insisting the theoretical utility of the distinct notions of extra-role and in-role behavior.  
Agreeing with Van Dyne and her colleagues, the position of the current study is that, in 
spite of varying role expectations, working individuals remain to draw a line as to what is part of 
job obligations and what is not when they perform or evaluate others. As extra-role and in-role 
behavior may differ in their motivation (Van Dyne et al., 1995), the implicit line between these 
two types of work behavior guides employees in allocating their energy and time. Organ in his 
more recent work shifted back his position, retaining his original definition of OCB (Organ et al., 
2006). He justified the utility of the defining requirements of the OCB construct by 
differentiating it from other similar constructs (Organ et al., 2006). Organ and his colleagues 
(2006) noted that the conceptual distinction between OCB and contextual performance/prosocial 
organizational behavior resides in that, unlike OCB, the frameworks of contextual performance 
and prosocial organizational behavior “makes no reference to what is expected in the job 
description or the prospect of formal rewards” (p. 32).  
The measurements of the OCB construct are, essentially, more susceptible to the dynamic 
boundary between in-role and extra-role behavior than its defining requirements. On the one 
hand, expectations about a job incumbent’s behavior, which can vary from something beneath 
formal job requirements to something far beyond them, may subsume a wider range of role 
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behaviors than suggested by earlier OCB research (Organ, 1997; Stone-Romero et al., 2009). On 
the other hand, the operational content of OCB does not always specify behaviors that go beyond 
the pale of prescribed or proscribed role requirements (Stone-Romero et al., 2009; Van Dyne et 
al., 1995). For example, conscientiousness or compliance, a dimension of OCB, is usually 
operationalized as punctuality and attendance. Stone-Romero et al. (2009) argued that being on 
time or not taking extra breaks are often formally and informally regulated in organizations. In 
this case, they are by no means extra-role performance. As Organ (1988) acknowledged, “the 
items that define the factor Conscientiousness do have an in-role flavor; only the marked level or 
intensity of those items connote a ‘going beyond what is required’” (pp. 104-105). Accumulating 
evidence suggests that in the eyes of employees, many specific behaviors listed on OCB scales 
are perceived as in-role rather than extra-role (Morrison, 1994; Pond et al., 1997; Vey & 
Campbell, 2004). More importantly, employees have a stronger tendency to perform OCB when 
they define it as part of their job rather than as discretionary (Coyle-Shapiro, Kessler, & Purcell, 
2004; Kamdar, McAllister, & Turban, 2006; Kidder, 2002; Morrison, 1994; Tepper & Taylor, 
2003; Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002). Therefore, the implication for methodology is that 
assessing employees’ role definitions may help understand the extent to which OCB performance 
is out of one’s discretion as the way this construct is defined.  
It is noteworthy that the operational definition of role definitions has not been consistent 
across studies. Some studies left it to respondents to literally interpret the meanings of “part of 
your job” and “above and beyond expectations” (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2004; Morrison, 
1994; Li & Wan, 2007), whereas some studies assigned definitions to those anchors (Tepper et 
al., 2001; Zellars et al., 2002). Assuming that the discretionary nature is correlated with reward 
and sanction systems, the relevance of which is underscored within another defining requirement 
32

of the OCB construct, Tepper et al. (2001) and Zellars et al. (2002) distinguished between in-role 
and extra-role behaviors based on whether or not behaviors might be rewarded for doing or 
punished for not doing. The latter approach is employed in the current study because it takes into 
account of the defining requirements of the OCB construct, clearly conveying the idea that 
reward and sanction systems can reinforce role expectations. Role definitions are included as one 
of control variables in this study.  
Antecedents of Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
The current study is designed to provide new insights into individuals’ characteristics as 
antecedents to OCBs by examining the relationships among age variables, two OCB motives and 
OCBs. The current study recognizes that there are a myriad of factors influencing an employee’s 
decision to engage in OCBs, beyond the variables of interest in the current study. To better 
understand this behavioral process however, this section provides an overview of antecedents of 
OCBs. Drawing on existing studies, this review discusses four major categories of antecedents: 
individual characteristics, task characteristics, organizational characteristics, and leadership 
behaviors.  
Individual Characteristics 
 Research has theoretically and empirically assessed a wide array of individual 
characteristics as predictors of OCB. In view of organizations’ interest in identifying 
motivational bases for OCB, researchers have primarily focused on two broad classes of 
individual characteristics: job attitudes and individual differences pertaining to motivation 
(Dudley & Cortina, 2008; Lester, Maglino, & Korsgaard, 2008). The two specific mainstream 
approaches – attitudinal and dispositional – define the scope of the current review at this level of 
analysis. However, it must be recognized that, as far as individual differences are concerned, the 
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role of one’s ability in determining his/her actual engagement in OCBs should not be discounted 
(Organ et al., 2006).  
Dudley and Cortina (2008) recently launched a discussion on the relevance of knowledge 
and skills for OCB, proposing five knowledge domains and seven skills domains that may foster 
cooperative citizenship gestures. For example, employees with a wealth of knowledge about 
others’ characteristics, such as traits, goals, beliefs, values, preferences or personal backgrounds, 
are more likely to accurately assess what type of help is needed and proper between the helper 
and the target (Dudley & Cortina). Dudley and Cortina coined the term interpersonal construct 
knowledge to refer to such knowledge. Other specific four knowledge domains are strategy 
richness, emotional knowledge, organizational norm knowledge, and self-insight; the seven skills 
domains contain behavioral flexibility, social perceptiveness, perspective-taking skills, emotion 
perception and management skills, emotional support skills, facework skills, and 
conversational/small talk skills. While Dudley and Cortina called for research to develop 
appropriate measures and empirically examine knowledge and skills, their model awaits 
empirical validation. The current review acknowledges the contribution of their work to finding 
malleable personal attributes related to OCB, but does not repeat their conceptual analysis.  
Attitudinal approach. The OCB construct was initially introduced to explain the weak 
link between job satisfaction and task performance. Since then, a great deal of research has 
focused on job attitudes as predictors of OCBs. The theoretical basis for this mainstream 
approach primarily lies in concepts of social exchange, particularly in the frameworks of Adams 
(1963, 1965) and Blau (1964). Organ (1988, 1990a) first incorporated Adams’ equity theory as 
well as Blau’s social exchange into reasoning the motivational roles of job satisfaction and 
fairness in OCB. Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory suggests that individuals are motivated or 
34

feel obligated to reciprocate for benefits received from others. In this social exchange process, 
while the reciprocation of benefits is voluntary, cost-benefit analysis often governs exchange 
activities though the calculative intent may remain latent. In Organ’s reasoning, if the benefits 
received from the organization go above what is specified in the employment contract, 
employees may assess their work conditions more positively and may not perceive this 
employment relationship as pure economic exchanges. In turn, high job satisfaction that reflects 
the sense of obligation from social exchanges may lead employees to seek opportunities to return 
the favor by displaying OCBs.  
Adams’s (1963, 1965) equity theory echoes similar human decision processes, allowing 
Organ to elaborate the role of fairness when conveying his arguments. This theory posits that 
employees’ work performance is a function of their judgments about the fairness of reward 
distributions based on comparing their perceived outcomes-to-inputs ratios against the ratio of 
referent others (Adams, 1963, 1965). If employees view OCB as work input, they may choose to 
decrease their engagement in OCB in response to perceived underpayment (Organ, 1988). While 
Organ subscribed to the relevance of distributive justice derived from equity theory in motivating 
OCB, he argued that job satisfaction may at large rest upon perceived fairness, which then may 
have a stronger direct relationship with OCB (Organ, 1988; 1990a). A compelling body of 
evidence has shown that job satisfaction is a robust attitudinal predictor of OCBs (e.g., Bateman 
& Organ, 1983; Fassina, Jones, & Uggerslev, 2008; Foote & Tang, 2008; Ilies, Fulmer, 
Spitzmuller, & Johnson, 2009; LePine et al., 2002; Lester et al., 2008; Moorman, 1993; Organ & 
Lingl, 1995; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Schappe, 1998; Smith et al., 1983; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998; 
Tansky, 1993; Van Dyne et al., 1994; Wagner & Rush, 2000; Williams & Anderson, 1991). A 
meta-analysis by Organ and Ryan (1995) suggested that, contrary to their expectation, fairness 
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perceptions did not outperform satisfaction in predicting two forms of OCB (i.e., altruism and 
generalized compliance).  
It is noteworthy that the debate over the dimensions of organizational justice (see 
Colquitt, 2001) has led researchers to raise questions as to which justice source is more relevant 
to OCBs beyond merely justifying the role of fairness perceptions. For example, a meta-analysis 
indicated that both distributive and procedural justice perceptions are correlates of OCB (Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001). In contrast, empirical evidence generally suggests that procedural 
justice, particularly its interpersonal concern over the experience of fair treatment from 
organizational authorities (sometimes operationally defined as interactional justice), plays a more 
significant role in shaping OCB as opposed to distributive justice (e.g., Fassina et al., 2008; 
Karriker & Williams, 2009; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991; Pillai et al., 1999; 
Williams, Pitre, & Zainuba, 2002). Rooted in the notion of social exchange, the utility of 
procedural justice and/or interactional justice in predicting OCB has received support across 
organizational and cultural settings (e.g., Elanain, 2010; Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; Kamdar et al., 
2006; Moorman, Niehoff, & Organ, 1993; Tepper et al., 2001). 
Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory has also guided research of trust in supervisors and 
leaders as another prominent predictor of OCBs (e.g., De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2005; 
Deluga, 1995; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 1990). While 
employees’ trust in their supervisors was found to mediate the relationship between procedural 
justice and OCB (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994), the emphasis on trust and procedural justice 
provides great implications for leader behavior that can initiate or promote social exchange 
relationships. The role of leadership in OCB will be discussed later in more detail. Empirical 
efforts have also suggested that other attitudinal variables, such as organizational commitment 
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(e.g., Schappe, 1998; Lavelle, Brockner, Konovsky, Price, Henley, Taneja, & Vinekar, 2009; 
LePine et al., 2002), affective commitment (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995), organizational 
identification (e.g., De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2005; Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002; 
Van Dick, Grojean, Christ, & Wieseke, 2006), and job involvement (e.g., Chen & Chiu, 2009; 
Diefendorff, Brown, Kamin, & Lord, 2002) are predictive of OCB or specific forms of OCBs.  
Dispositional approach. A dispositional approach affords scholars the option to 
understand the influence of individual differences in personality traits on OCBs. The use of this 
approach lies in the assumption that OCB often takes place in relatively weak situations, wherein 
the forces of personality in dictating behavior are more salient, because such behavior is 
discretionary and is not explicitly governed by incentives or work demands (Organ et al. 2006). 
The Big Five or Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality, which subsumes five broad personality 
dimensions, has been widely accepted as a robust taxonomy in classifying personality traits 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Digman, 1990; Oh, Lee, Ashton, & De Vries, 2011). Research on 
personality and citizenship-like behavior oftentimes dwells in the FFM (e.g., Borman et al., 
2001; King, George, & Hebl, 2005; Ilies et al., 2009; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Ilies, Scott, & 
Judge, 2006; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997; Organ & Lingl, 1995; Organ & Ryan, 1995). 
Those five broad dimensions are neuroticism (sometimes called emotional instability), 
extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Neuroticism 
represents the tendency to experience psychological distress; extraversion represents the 
propensity to experience positive emotions and seek social interaction; openness to experience 
refers to a broad constellation of traits that differentiate people who are intellectually curious, 
imaginative, creative, and sensitive to beauty from conventional others; agreeableness is a 
tendency to show trusting, sympathetic, and cooperative in interpersonal behavior; 
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conscientiousness is a tendency to act diligently, display self-discipline, and adhere to norms 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & John, 1992; Roberts, Robins, Trzesniewski, & Caspi, 2003). 
Research often agrees that conscientiousness is the most consistent personality predictor 
of OCBs among those five dimensions, while openness to experience does not appear to be 
discernibly associated with OCB (King et al., 2005; Organ et al., 2006). A meta-analysis by 
Organ and Ryan (1995) suggests that trait conscientiousness is positively related to two OCB 
dimensions (r = .30 for generalized compliance and r = .22 for altruism). Similarly, with an 
update of accumulated evidence, the uncorrected, sample-size weighted correlation between 
conscientiousness and OCB was .24 in Borman et al. (2001), .19 in LePine et al. (2002), and .19 
in Ilies et al. (2009). The importance of trait agreeableness in explaining OCB has also been 
proved across studies, which yielded modest correlations ranging from .13 (Borman et al., 2001) 
to .15 (Ilies et al., 2009). Organ and Ryan (1995) reported that mean corrected correlations with 
altruism are .13 for agreeableness, .15 for positive affectivity (which is similar to extraversion in 
the Five Factor Model), and -.06 for negative affectivity (which is similar to neuroticism); mean 
corrected correlations with generalized compliance are .11 for agreeableness, .07 for positive 
affectivity, and -.12 for negative affectivity. While the meta-analytical study by Borman et al. 
(2001) yielded findings in support of modestly positive associations of citizenship performance 
with negative affectivity (r = -.14), they found a weaker correlation of 0.08 with extraversion. 
However, it requires caution in interpreting results regarding personality traits and OCB. For 
example, it is noteworthy that, according to the meta-analyses, the relationships with personality 
traits are stronger for self-rated OCB than other-rated OCB (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Borman et al., 
2001). In other words, self-reported data might have inflated the correlation between personality 
and OCB. Recent research efforts found curvilinear patterns as an alternative to linearity in 
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describing relationships between personality traits, including conscientiousness and emotional 
stability, and supervisor-rated OCB (Le, Oh, Robins, Ilies, Holland, & Westrick, 2011). 
In view of the weaker connection between personality and OCB as opposed to the link 
between attitudes and OCB, Organ and his colleagues (Organ et al., 2006; Organ & Ryan, 1995) 
argued that the effects of personality traits on OCB may be rather indirect. Researchers thus took 
into account other individual variables and/or situational conditions that would mediate or 
moderate the influence of personality traits on OCB. For instance, in a meta-analysis, Ilies et al. 
(2009) found that job satisfaction partially or fully mediated the relationships between 
personality traits (i.e., conscientiousness and agreeableness) and organizationally directed or 
individually directed OCB. Another study conducted by Neuman and Kickul (1998) revealed 
that covenantal relationships between employees and the organization, operationally defined by 
leader consideration, organizational identification, and organizational commitment, served as a 
mediator between conscientiousness/agreeableness and OCBs. The moderating effect of 
leader/supervisor roles has also received empirical support. For example, Kamdar and Van Dyne 
(2007) found that the positive effect of the conscientiousness trait on helping behavior was more 
salient when the quality of supervisor-subordinate relationship was low than when the relational 
quality was high.   
Contrary to Organ’s pessimism toward the predictive utility of personality traits, some 
scholars have shifted attention to specific traits revolving around empathy or concern for others 
(Penner, Midili, & Kegelmeyer, 1997). According to social psychologists and organizational 
scholars (Davis, 1983; Kamdar et al., 2006), the psychological construct of empathy subsumes at 
least two disparate but related facets of reactions to others: perspective taking and emphatic 
concern. Perspective taking captures the tendency to adopt others’ points of view; empathic 
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concern represents the emotional experience of compassion for others with misfortune (Davis, 
1983; Kamdar et al., 2006; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). Empathy is also one of the essential 
elements in defining prosocial orientation, which was introduced by Penner and his colleagues 
(Penner, Craiger, Fritzsche, & Freifeld, 1995; Penner et al., 1997) to explain volunteering or 
prosocial actions. Helpfulness is another defining factor of prosocial orientation, reflecting one’s 
ability to distance themselves emotionally from others’ distress and willingness to offer 
assistance. Meglino and Korsgaard (2004) recently coined the term other orientation, in contrast 
to rational self-interest, to describe prosocial or altruistic tendency.  
Accumulated evidence suggests that this constellation of prosocial traits can be a robust 
predictor of OCB, particularly behavior directed at others (Kamdar et al., 2006; Spector & Fox, 
2002). McNeely and Meglino (1994) found that, in a sample of secretaries at a university, 
concern for others and empathy accounted for unique variance in other-directed citizenship 
behavior beyond that by job satisfaction, but they were not predictive of organization-directed 
citizenship behavior. Similarly, other studies proved that both perspective taking and empathic 
concern are important correlates and predictors of helping behavior (Kamdar et al., 2006; 
Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). A meta-analysis by Borman et al. (2001) yielded strong 
correlations of OCBs with prosocial orientation (empathy and helpfulness).  
The utility of prosocial orientation has led Penner and his colleagues to translate it into 
one of the three primary motives for citizenship performance (see Borman & Penner, 2001; 
Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Rioux & Penner, 2001). The other two motives are organizational 
concern and impression management motives. The consideration of impression management 
motives was based on Bolino’s (1999) propositions that underscored engagement in OCBs as a 
means to secure good images and avoid bad ones. Organizational concern derived from the 
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notion of reciprocity suggested in social exchange theories, relating to positive job attitudes 
(Bolino et al., 2004). Of those three, prosocial and impression management motives laid the 
ground for the current study to explore age processes and OCB. 
Other specific traits, such as proactive personality, internal locus of control, need for 
achievement, need for affiliation and collectivistic tendency, are expected to predispose an 
employee toward citizenship-like behavior (Organ et al., 2006) and have been assessed in 
relation to OCB. Significant findings have been reported for internal locus of control (Borman et 
al., 2001; Elanain, 2010), need for achievement (Johnson, 2008; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998), need 
for affiliation (Johnson, 2008) and collectivism (Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Van Dyne, 
Vandewalle, Kostova, Latham, & Cummings), whereas the relationship of proactive personality 
with OCB was found to be indirect (e.g., Greguras & Diefendorff, 2010; Li, Liang, & Crant, 
2010).  
Within the dispositional approach, researchers also recognize the forces of self-
evaluations or beliefs in dictating citizenship behavior. Organization-based self-esteem is one of 
the prominent predictors of OCB that fall into this class of dispositional variables. While 
acknowledging that self-esteem is hierarchical and multifaceted in nature, Pierce, Gardner, 
Cummings, and Dunham (1989) developed the concept of organization-based self-esteem and 
defined it as “the degree to which organizational members believe that they can satisfy their 
needs by participating in roles within the context of an organization” (p. 625). If one’s 
organization-based self-esteem is higher, he/she is more likely to have emotional stamina to 
manage challenging demands required for going beyond regular duties and responsibilities (Tang 
& Ibrahim, 1998). Tang and Ibrahim (1998) examined the predictive utility of both self-esteem 
and organization-based self-esteem. They found that organization-based self-esteem accounted 
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for unique variances in altruism and compliance and outperformed global self-esteem in both of 
their US and Middle East samples. Other empirical work also provided consistent support for a 
significant and positive effect of organization-based self-esteem on helping behavior 
(Chattopadhyay, 1999; Kidder, 2002; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004; Van Dyne et al., 2000) and 
civic virtue (Kidder, 2002).  
In the organizational literature, the construct of core self-evaluations proposed by Judge 
and his colleagues (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997) has emerged as a pronounced dispositional 
predictor of work-related outcomes. The core self-evaluations construct reflects an individual’s 
bottom-line evaluations about him-/herself (Judge et al., 1997; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 
1998). It is construed as a broad, latent personality trait, comprised of four distinct traits in the 
personality literature: self-esteem, general self-efficacy, emotional stability, and locus of control 
(Judge et al., 1997; Judge et al., 1998). The result in a recent study conducted by Bowling, Wang 
and Li (2010) suggested that core self-evaluations were a significant predictor of both 
individually-directed and organizationally-directed OCBs in a sample of New Zealand workers. 
Job Characteristics 
 Recent research has documented the motivational forces of job/task characteristics 
leading to employee engagement in OCBs. Hackman and Oldham (1976, 1980) introduced the 
Job Characteristics Model, identifying a set of core job characteristics that may intrinsically 
motivate employees to perform their jobs. This theory serves as a prominent theoretical 
framework of work motivation to explain how to encourage work performance including OCBs 
by promoting jobs along five dimensions (i.e., skill variety, task identity, task significance, 
autonomy, and feedback). Skill variety refers to as the extent to which “a job requires a variety of 
different activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number of different skills  
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and talents of the employee;” task identity is the extent to which “the job requires completion of 
a ‘whole’ and identifiable piece of work;” task significance is the extent to which “the job has a 
substantial impact on the lives or work of other people;” autonomy reflects the extent to which 
“the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the employee;” task 
feedback reflects the extent to which “carrying out the work activities required by the job results 
in the employee obtaining direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her 
performance” (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, pp. 161-162). Other job characteristics, such as task 
interdependence, outcome interdependence, and intrinsically satisfying tasks have also drawn 
research attention in relation to their importance for OCBs (Organ et al., 2006).  
Hackman and Oldham (1976, 1980) proposed that the five core characteristics would 
evoke three critical psychological states (i.e., experienced meaningfulness, experienced 
responsibility, and knowledge of the results of the work activities), which in turn affect employee 
work outcomes. More specifically, the effects of task identity, task significance, and skill variety 
on work motivation lie in enhanced perceptions of meaningfulness ascribed to work. Increased 
autonomy allows employees to have greater control over their tasks and enhances the sense of 
responsibility and ownership for work outcomes. Task feedback provides employees with 
knowledge about the results of their performance and then regulates their behavior. This logic of 
reasoning guided OCB researchers to conceptualize and assess the relationships of the core job 
characteristics with OCBs (see Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990; Organ et al., 2006; Purvanova, 
Bono, & Dzieweczynski, 2006; Todd & Kent, 2006). For example, theoretically, task autonomy 
may elicit greater engagement in OCBs because this job characteristic can direct employees to 
define their work role more broadly (Morgeson, Delaney-Klinger, & Hemingway, 2005) and 
boost satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976, 1980).  
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 Empirical evidence consistently supports direct or indirect relationships between job 
characteristics and OCBs. Farh et al. (1990) first assessed the relationship of those five core task 
dimensions (termed task scope) with two forms of OCB (altruism and compliance). Their results 
revealed that task scope variables as a whole had a positive effect on altruism and compliance, 
even after controlling for perceived leader fairness and satisfaction measures (satisfaction with 
supervision and work satisfaction). In a similar vein, Purvanova et al. (2006) reported a 
significantly positive effect of perceived job characteristics on OCB in their empirical study. In a 
meta-analytical study by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer (1996a) and an empirical study 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer (1996b), they found that routine tasks were negatively 
related to OCBs, while task feedback and intrinsically satisfying tasks were positively related to 
OCBs. Moreover, these three characteristics explained unique variance in altruism, 
conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue beyond that accounted for by leader 
behaviors (Podsakoff et al., 1996a).  
Building on the Job Characteristics Model, researchers often turned to attitudinal 
variables in their investigation of indirect effects of job characteristics. For example, Organ et al. 
(2006) reanalyzed the data published by Podsakoff et al. (1996a) and attempted to examine the 
mediating role of job satisfaction in the relationships between these task characteristics and 
OCBs. Their findings suggested that job satisfaction did not mediate the effects of task 
routinization on OCBs. The mediating role of job satisfaction was found for the effects of task 
feedback and instrinsically satisfying tasks on some forms of OCBs. Todd and Kent (2006) 
examined direct and indirect relationships of task autonomy, task significance, task routinization, 
and intrinsically satisfying tasks with helping behavior, conscientiousness, and sportsmanship in 
a sample of 337 employees from a recreational equipment firm. Their data showed that task 
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significance had positive effects on both helping behavior and conscientiousness, and 
intrinsically satisfying tasks had positive effects on helping as well. As far as indirect 
relationships are concerned, job satisfaction fully mediated the effect of task autonomy on 
sportsmanship and partially mediated the effects of task significance and intrinsically satisfying 
tasks on helping. Consistent with the prediction from the Job Characteristics Model, an empirical 
study by Piccolo and Colquitt (2006) confirmed the important mediating role of intrinsic 
motivation in the relationship between core job characteristics and OCB. The mediating role of 
job involvement at least for skill variety, task significance, task identity, and autonomy, was also 
reported in a study conducted in Taiwan (Chen & Chiu, 2009).  
 Researchers also expected that task and outcome interdependence could motivate OCBs 
(Comeau & Griffin, 2005, Pearce & Gregersen, 1991; Smith et al., 1983). Task interdependence 
can be defined as “the extent to which an individual team member needs information, materials, 
and support from other team members to be able to carry out his or her job” (Van der Vegt, Van 
de Vliert, & Oosterhof, 2003, p. 717). Outcome interdependence is “the degree to which 
elements of the work unit contingencies are shared (Comeau & Griffin, 2005, p. 315). Contrary 
to the prediction, the data from Smith et al. (1983) indicated no effect of task interdependence on 
either altruism or conscientiousness in a sample of bank employees. Pearce and Gregersen 
(1991) argued that this insignificant finding reported by Smith et al. might be attributable to the 
questionable operationalization of task interdependence and an indirect relationship of task 
interdependence with OCB. Building on the work of Hackman and Oldham (1976), Pearce and 
Gregersen (1991) proposed that task interdependence would induce felt responsibility toward the 
organization, which in turn would lead to OCB. In a sample of health care and administrative 
service employees in two hospitals, Pearce and Gregersen found that felt responsibility fully 
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mediated the relationships of task interdependence and work independence with OCB. More 
specifically, their results indicated that task interdependence enhanced felt responsibility and 
work independence reduced felt responsibility, while felt responsibility was positively related to 
OCB. In another study conducted in the Netherlands, Van der Vegt et al. (2003) examined the 
moderating effects of task and goal interdependence in the relationship between informational 
dissimilarity and OCB. They found that the negative relationship between informational 
dissimilarity and OCB occurred only when the levels of task interdependence were incongruent 
with the levels of goal interdependence.  
Organizational Characteristics 
 Another major category of factors influencing engagement in OCBs is organizational 
characteristics. Drawing on existing theoretical and/or empirical work, this section discusses the 
roles of organizational structure, organizational culture, human resource practices, and perceived 
organizational support in citizenship behavioral processes.  
Organizational structure. Podsakoff and his colleagues (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 
1993; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993) first introduced organizational 
characteristics to the OCB literature as they attempted to assess Kerr and Jermier’s (1978) 
“Substitutes for Leadership” model. Kerr and Jermier’s model included two important structural 
parameters: organizational formalization (the extent to which work roles and activities are 
governed by rules and procedures) and organizational inflexibility (the extent to which the 
organization rigidly follows through the rules and procedures). According to a meta-analytical 
study by Podsakoff et al. (1996a), inconsistent effects on OCB were found between 
organizational formalization and inflexibility. They found that organizational formalization had a 
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negative effect on altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue, and 
organizational inflexibility had a positive effect on sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue.  
Organ et al. (2006) argued that the effects of formalization and inflexibility on OCB can 
be theorized in either direction. On the one hand, highly formalized and inflexible rules and 
procedures may hinder engagement in OCB because such structure directs employees’ attention 
to formalized procedures and requirements and prevents them from helping each other or going 
beyond their requirements. On the other hand, formalization and inflexibility may enhance 
clarity of role expectations and evoke perceptions of fairness, which in turn result in positive 
attitudinal outcomes. In view of this perplexity, Organ et al. (2006) reanalyzed the data from 
Podsakoff et al.’s (1996b) work, investigating the mediating effects of job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and trust in leader. Their analysis showed that organizational 
formalization and inflexibility had indirect positive effects on all five forms of OCB through job 
satisfaction and trust in leader. However, they also reported direct negative effects of 
formalization on altruism and of inflexibility on civic virtue. These findings appeared to echo 
their speculation for the double-edged effects of organizational formalization and inflexibility.  
Inconsistent with the findings from Organ et al. (2006), Raub (2008) reported a null 
relationship between formalization and helping behavior in a sample of front-line service 
employees in hotels in Switzerland. While Raub also made a prediction for the relationship 
between centralization and helping, a negative relationship between these two was corroborated, 
suggesting that when only high authority decisions within the organization made decisions, 
employees might not be motivated to go beyond their role prescriptions by helping others. 
Building on George and Jones’s (1997) discussion with respect to organizational structure and 
spontaneous, discretionary behavior, DeGroot and Brownlee (2006) took a step further by 
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examining mechanistic versus organic structures in relation to OCB levels. Mechanistic 
structures are characterized by high task specialization, high formalization, centralization of 
power, and relatively restricted and downward flow of information; organic structures are 
characterized by low task specialization, low formalization, decentralization of power, and 
relatively free flow of information (Baron, 1983). The empirical data from DeGroot and 
Brownlee (2006) suggested that organic structures with loosely specified roles and strong 
emphasis on integration and adaptability would be more likely to breed OCBs as opposed to 
mechanistic structures.  
Organizational culture. Some of the beliefs, values, and norms that make up 
organizational culture may nurture opportunities for employees to display OCB or impose 
constraints upon such behavior (George & Jones, 1997). For example, employees in collective 
cultures tend to value cooperation and show concern for collective welfare and harmony 
(Somech & Ron, 2007). Therefore, it is expected that collectivism is more likely to promote 
OCB in comparison to individualism (George & Jones, 1997; Somech & Ron, 2007). In support 
of this prediction, a study by Somech and Ron (2007) revealed that collectivism was positively 
related to overall OCB and four OCB dimensions (altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, 
and civic virtue) in a sample of teachers. In an attempt to identify antecedents and outcomes of 
ethical behavior, Baker, Hunt, and Andrews (2006) found that corporate ethical values bore a 
rather indirect relationship to sportsmanship through justice, commitment and ethical behavior, 
but ethical behavior was not related to altruism. Empirical evidence also documents that 
bureaucratic organizational culture can moderate the relationship between individual 
characteristics and OCB. For example, Stamper and Van Dyne (2001) reported that in less 
bureaucratic restaurants, employees with full-time status were more likely to perform helping 
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behavior than their part-time counterparts; in more bureaucratic restaurants, there was no 
difference in levels of helping behavior between full-time and part-time employees.  
 HR practices. Researchers recognized that appropriate human resource practices in place 
could create a work environment promoting OCBs. For example, Morrison (1996) argued in her 
conceptual paper that, in order to encourage OCBs, service organizations should tie rewards to 
overall organizational performance rather than specific service-oriented behavior. The reason for 
this is that, under the former reward system, employees may focus on collective goals and adopt 
a broader view of their role requirements. In contrast, the reward system emphasizing specific 
behavior may cultivate a quid pro quo mindset and stifle intrinsic motivation. Another 
conceptual work by Mossholder, Richardson, and Settoon (2011) echoed such considerations. 
Mossholder et al. posited that employee helping behavior is a function of relational climates 
generated by HR systems. They suggested that helping behavior is more likely to take place in an 
HR system that nurtures a communal sharing context, in which shared identity and interests 
outweigh self-concerns, as opposed to other HR systems, in which relationships are founded on 
cost-benefit calculations. Empirical evidence has shown that high-performance human resource 
practices, characterized by selective staffing, extensive skills training, broad career paths, 
promotion from within, results-oriented appraisal, extensive and open-ended rewards, broad job 
description, and encouragement of participation, had a significant positive effect on service-
oriented OCB (Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007). 
 Perceived organizational support. In light of the utility of social exchange in explaining 
OCBs, specific forms of social exchanges that take place in organizational contexts, such as 
perceived organizational support (POS; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) and 
leader-member exchange (LMX; Graen & Scandura, 1987), have been extensively studied in 
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relation to OCB over the past two decades. Since this section focuses on organizational 
characteristics, the role of LMX will be discussed in the following section with a focus on 
leadership. Eisenberger et al. (1986) referred to perceived organizational support as employees’ 
“global beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values their contributions and 
cares about their well-being” (p. 501). Organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1986; 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) assumes that POS will increase if an organization provides 
favorable job conditions, such as pay, promotions, job enrichment, and empowerment, 
recognizes employees’ increased work effort, and fulfill their socioemotional needs. This theory 
also predicts that POS breeds engagement in OCB because POS triggers employees’ sense of 
obligation to care about the organization’s welfare, enhancing their identification with the 
organization as a whole as well as job satisfaction (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Organ et al., 
2006). This hypothesized relationship between POS and OCB has received a voluminous amount 
of empirical support (e.g., Moorman, Blakely, Niehoff, 1998; Piercy, Cravens, Lane, & Vorhies, 
2006; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 
1997; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002).  
While some researchers suggested that POS could serve as a mediator between 
organizational justice and OCB (Moorman et al., 1998; Wayne et al., 2002), other researchers 
have gone beyond the direct relationship between POS and OCB by identifying potential 
underlying psychological mechanisms. For example, Bishop, Scott, and Burroughs (2000) found 
that organizational commitment fully mediated the effects of POS on OCB in a sample of 380 
production employees from a manufacturing plant. The results from Chen, Aryee, and Lee (2005) 
suggested that trust in organization and organization-based self-esteem partially mediated the 
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relationships of POS with two forms of OCB (Boosterism and Conscientiousness) in a Chinese 
sample. 
Leadership Behaviors 
 Since individuals in positions of authority have influence over their subordinates and can 
shape the work environment conducive to OCB, leadership behavior has long been a topic of 
central interest in the OCB literature. Researchers have explored the effects of a wide array of 
leader/supervisor behavior on OCB. The current review will focus on four major theoretical 
approaches of leadership that have been frequently discussed in the existing literature: the path-
goal theory of leadership, transactional leadership, transformational leadership, and leader-
member exchange theory.  
 Path-goal theory of leadership. According to the path-goal theory (House, 1971, 1996), 
effective leaders motivate subordinates by providing directives and support needed to attain work 
goals and ensuring the linkage between effective performance and rewards. This theory identifies 
four types of leader behaviors: directive path-goal clarifying leader behavior, supportive leader 
behavior, participative leader behavior, and achievement oriented behavior. OCB research has 
primarily focused on the first three types of leader behaviors. Directive path-goal clarifying 
leader behavior is also known as initiating structure or instrumental leadership. This behavior 
entails a leader’s clarification of goals, expectations, rules, and procedures, and provision of 
specific guidance (House, 1996). Supportive leader behavior, or sometimes called leader 
consideration, describes a leader’s expression of concern for subordinates’ needs and welfare, 
and leadership efforts in creating friendly, supportive work environment. Participative leader 
behavior involves a leader soliciting subordinates’ input and participation in decision making.  
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Presumably, path-goal clarifying leader behavior may be viewed as a helping gesture 
from a leader to reduce uncertainty and thus evoke a sense of obligation, while supportive leader 
behavior may not only bear a relationship to reciprocity but also increase interpersonal liking 
(Schnake, Dumler, & Cochran, 1993; Organ et al., 2006). Participative leader behavior is also 
assumed to generate a sense of autonomy and ownership (Djibo, Desiderio, & Price, 2010). 
Accordingly, researchers generally hypothesized positive relationships between those three 
behaviors and OCB (e.g., Djibo et al., 2010; Farh et al., 1990; Schnake et al., 1993). In an 
empirical study, Farh et al. (1990) measured leader fairness with a composite score of leader 
contingent reward behavior, supportive leader behavior, and participative leader behavior. They 
found that leader fairness measures explained unique variance in altruism beyond that accounted 
by for satisfaction, but showed no effect on compliance in a sample of Taiwanese employees. 
Schnake, Dumler, and Cochran (1993) found that, in a sample of 136 employees from a 
manufacturing firm, leader consideration was positively related to all five dimensions of OCB 
(altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy and civic virtue) and initiating structure 
was positively related to all dimensions but sportsmanship.  
In a meta-analysis, Podsakoff et al. (1996a) indicated that supportive leader behavior (i.e. 
leader consideration) served as a more powerful and consistent predictor of OCBs as opposed to 
path-goal clarifying leader behavior (i.e., leader clarification, leader specification of procedures). 
This finding also held true in a sample of temporary workers (Djibo et al., 2010). The results 
from Djibo et al. (2010) suggested that supportive leader behavior was positively related to 
temporary workers’ OCB, whereas neither instrumental nor participative leadership motivated 
them to perform OCB and instrumental leadership even discouraged their engagement in OCB. 
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 Transactional leadership. Transactional leadership is characterized by a give-and-take 
exchange process in which the leader provides rewards in exchange for the follower’s good 
performance (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Transactional 
leaders motivate and regulate their followers by the use of contingent rewards and punishments 
(Hater & Bass, 1988; Organ et al., 2006). As such, reward and punishment behaviors are the two 
major forms of transactional leadership behavior (MacKenzie et al., 2001). OCB researchers 
assumed that rewards or punishments administered contingent upon employee performance 
would induce perceptions of fairness and lead to reduced role ambiguity, thereby increasing 
employees’ willingness to engage in OCBs (MacKenzie et al., 2001; Podsakoff, Bommer, 
Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006; Organ et al., 2006). Empirical evidence generally suggests that 
contingent reward behavior has a positive relationship with OCB (e.g., MacKenzie et al., 2001; 
Pillai et al., 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 1996a; Podsakoff et al., 1990; 
Walumbwa, Wu, & Orwa, 2008) and that contingent punishment behavior bears no relationship 
to OCB (MacKenzie et al., 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 1996a). Furthermore, 
according to a meta-analytical review by Podsakoff et al. (2006), there was consistent empirical 
support for a strong negative relationship between noncontingent punishment behavior and OCB, 
while noncontingent reward behavior was found to be positively related to some forms of OCB.  
 Transformational leadership. Rather than focusing on extrinsic motivators as in 
transactional leadership, transformational leaders influence their followers through a process of 
internalization and/or identification with the vision, mission, goals, and values of the 
organization (MacKenzie et al., 2001). They act to change the beliefs, values, and aspirations of 
their followers so that the followers are intrinsically motivated to exert job efforts (MacKenzie et 
al., 2001; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Podsakoff et al. (1990) identified six key transformational 
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leader behaviors drawing on their review of leadership literature: (1) identifying and articulating 
a vision, (2) providing an appropriate model, (3) fostering the acceptance of group goals, (4) 
expressing high performance expectations, (5) providing individualized support, and (6) 
intellectual stimulation. The results of Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) confirmatory factor analysis 
suggested that the first three behaviors (articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, 
and fostering the acceptance of group goals) might share a latent construct, which they called 
“core” transformational leadership behavior.  
Researchers have examined the effects of transformational leadership on OCB. In a 
sample of 1539 employees from multiple large companies, Podsakoff et al. (1996b) suggested 
that individualized support was the most solid predictor of OCBs as opposed to other leader 
behaviors. The study by Podsakoff et al. (1990) indicated that the positive effects of 
transformational leader behaviors on OCBs were indirect, and that even though transformational 
leader behaviors were positively related to both trust in leader and job satisfaction, trust was the 
only significant mediator in the relationships between transformational leader behaviors and 
OCBs.  
The mediating role of trust was also verified in other studies (MacKenzie et al., 2001; 
Organ et al., 2006; Pillai et al., 1999). Using the measures of transformational leadership 
behavior developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990), MacKenzie et al. (2001) found that trust in 
manager mediated the positive effects of core transformational leader behaviors and 
individualized support as well as the negative effects of intellectual stimulation on helping and 
sportsmanship. In another study, Pillai et al. (1999) adopted the Multi-Factor Leadership 
Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 1991) to measure transformational leadership behavior 
when gauging the effect of such leadership style on OCB. Their results showed that, in addition 
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to having a direct effect on trust that led to OCB, transformational leadership behaviors as a 
variable yielded a positive effect on procedural justice, which then reinforced greater trust.  
In an attempt to identify potential mediating variables, Organ et al. (2006) reanalyzed the 
data from the study conducted by Podsakoff et al. (1996b) and hypothesized the mediating roles 
of job satisfaction, trust in leader and role clarity. Their analysis revealed that both job 
satisfaction and trust served as mediators for the effects of core transformational leadership and 
individualized support on OCBs. In a similar vein, Ackfeldt and Coote (2005) found that the 
aggregate of job attitudes (job satisfaction and organizational commitment) mediated the 
relationship between leadership support and OCB. While a recent meta-analysis by Eatough, 
Chang, Miloslavic, and Johnson (2011) suggested that job satisfaction fully mediated the 
negative effect of role ambiguity on OCB, this might account for why the mediating role of role 
clarity expected in Organ et al. (2006) failed to receive empirical support.   
Leader-member exchange. Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory (Graen & Scandura, 
1987) is grounded in the notions of role making (Graen, 1976) and social exchange (Blau, 1964). 
This theory posits that the leader develops different types of exchange relationships with his/her 
followers. The relationship will grow into social exchanges when both parties offer something 
valued by the other and view the exchange as reasonably fair (Graen & Scandura, 1987). The 
nature of exchange relationships influences the manner in which the leader provides resources 
and support in this dyadic structure (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). A high-quality exchange 
relationships between a leader and a follower entails negotiating latitude, trust, respect, loyalty 
and support, whereas a low-quality exchange relationship relies on the enforcement of formal 
authority, rules, and policies (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Organ et al., 
2006). According to this theory, while employees in high-quality LMX receive valuable 
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resources, opportunities, and support from their leaders, they are likely to have a sense of 
obligation to reciprocate for favorable treatments provided by the leaders (Wayne et al., 2002). 
Therefore, it can be expected that employees in high-quality LMX are motivated to go beyond 
the scope of their formal duties by performing OCB. Abundant research evidence has shown a 
strongly positive relationship between LMX and OCB (e.g., Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; 
Settoon et al., 1996; Tansky, 1993; Wayne et al., 1997; Wayne et al., 2002). A meta-analytical 
review conducted by Ilies et al. (2007) has further indicated that individual-targeted citizenship 
behaviors are more strongly associated with LMX than are organization-targeted behaviors. 
Summary of OCB Antecedents and Reiteration of the Research Scope 
 The review of relevant literature on antecedents of OCBs highlighted the complexity of 
such behavioral processes. Existing research has examined the antecedents of OCB primarily 
through the lens of leadership, organizational characteristics, task characteristics, and/or 
individual characteristics. Four leadership theories (i.e., path-goal theory of leadership, 
transactional leadership, transformational leadership, and leader-member exchange) have 
emerged in the literature to explain what and how leader behaviors might shape OCB. While 
contingent reward behavior in transactional leadership was proved to foster OCBs (e.g., 
MacKenzie et al., 2001; Pillai et al., 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 1996a; 
Podsakoff et al., 1990; Walumbwa, Wu, & Orwa, 2008), a common thread across the other three 
leadership approaches appeared to be the positive effect of leader’s genuine concern and support 
on OCBs.  
As far as task characteristics are concerned, past research typically tested the parameters 
identified in Hackman and Oldham’s (1976, 1980) Job Characteristics Model. Research has 
shown that task characteristics, such as skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, 
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task feedback, task interdependence, and outcome interdependence, may directly or indirectly 
promote OCBs through enhanced intrinsic motivation and/or felt responsibility (e.g., Chen & 
Chiu, 2009; Organ et al., 2006; Pearce & Gregersen, 1991; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Podsakoff 
et al., 1996a; Podsakoff et al., 1996b; Todd & Kent, 2006).  
Four categories of organizational characteristics were also discussed in relation to their 
roles in OCB processes: organizational structure, organizational culture, HR practices, and 
perceived organizational support (POS). An overall conclusion from the literature on 
organizational structure, organizational culture, and HR practices was that employees are more 
likely to perform OCBs in an environment characterized by integration, adaptability, and 
collectivity. Grounded in organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002) and the notion of social exchange (Blau, 1964), POS has been identified as 
one of the most prominent antecedents to OCB, providing valuable implications for job design 
and other HR practices.   
In regard to the roles of individual characteristics, researchers either relied on personality 
theory to identify dispositional predictors of OCBs or incorporated social exchange theories, 
such as Adam’s (1963, 1965) equity theory or Blau’s (1964) social exchange, to explain OCB as 
a function of work attitudes derived from the nature and quality of exchange relationships. 
Empirical work adopting the dispositional approach has validated the predictive usefulness of 
numerous personality traits, ranging from broad personality dimensions, such as 
conscientiousness and agreeableness (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995), to specific empathy-like traits (. 
Within the attitudinal approach, job satisfaction (e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; Ilies et al., 2009; 
LePine et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995), organizational justice (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spector, 
2001; Pillai et al., 1999) and trust (e.g., De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2005; Dirks & Ferrin, 
57

2002; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 1990) have received ample, consistent 
empirical support in terms of their relationships with OCBs.  
Building on the dispositional and attitudinal approaches, the current study ascertains 
psychological processes associated with aging as antecedents of OCBs at an individual level of 
analysis. While the dispositional and attitudinal approaches have dominated the individual level 
of analysis in the literature, emphasis on demographic attributes of individual employees, to date, 
have been peripheral to research efforts devoted to mapping antecedents of OCB. Empirical 
work on gender (Allen & Rush, 2001; Kidder, 2002), gender orientation, gendered occupation 
(Kidder, 2002), race (e.g., Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004), and finally age (e.g., Iun & Huang, 2007; 
Li & Wan, 2007; Ng & Feldman, 2008) suggested that demographic variables might have direct 
or indirect effects on OCBs and merit substantive analysis as opposed to a marginal role of 
statistically control variables. In view of a growing interest in age differences in work motivation, 
the current study evaluates the roles of two relatively under-researched OCB-specific motives 
(i.e., prosocial and impression management motives) in age-related OCB relationships. To 
provide even richer understanding about aging processes in OCB, the current study incorporates 
subjective age identity into portraying the motivational basis of OCB. 
Categorical Approach – Age as a Predictor 
 
There has been a long tradition in the organizational literature of using categories of a 
demographic characteristic to predict individual employees’ attitudes or behaviors as well as 
others’ reactions to individuals of a certain category. Traditional demographic characteristics 
refer to personal attributes, such as age, sex, race, ethnicity, religion, and national origin; 
organizationally-relevant characteristics include functional specialty, job experience, 
organizational tenure, and position levels (Tsui & Gutek, 1999). Pfeffer (1983) argued that 
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demographic variables are more directly observable than subjective constructs and, therefore, 
their measurements are more reliable and valid, but they may prove to be an alternative approach 
to accounting for a wide range of organizational behaviors in a parsimonious and straightforward 
fashion. In this argument, parsimony results from using a smaller number of demographic 
variables to construct models of human behavior rather than filling models with several 
subjective constructs. Beyond the methodological considerations, the theoretical presumption of 
a categorical approach is that individuals who share the same category of a given demographic 
attribute may have work experience that differs from those in a different category (Tsui & Gutek, 
1999). The different experience may be the result of physiological development, unique socio-
cultural influence, or stereotypes associated with that particular category of a demographic 
attribute.  
 As far as age is concerned, age effects on an individual may involve biological and 
psychosocial aging, dictating one’s values, attitudes and behaviors throughout life (Rhodes, 
1983). In biological aging, individuals experience anatomical and physiological changes. Adults 
not only must face the appearance of wrinkles or loss of hair when growing older, but also a 
decline in a variety of abilities, such as physical strength and endurance, dexterity, speed of 
responses, agility, hearing, and vision after reaching a certain age (Czaja, 1995; Giniger, 
Dispenzieri, & Eisenberg, 1983; Warr, 1994). In psychosocial aging, individuals experience 
changes in personality, needs, and expectations and take on a variety of socially prescribed roles 
(Rhodes, 1983). As chronological age influences one’s physical, emotional, cognitive and social 
capacity, it can evoke a wide range of images and expectations within a perceiver (Treadway, 
2003). Those factors weave an intricate web of aging processes, suggesting that a single 
59

theoretical perspective of aging may not suffice to explain age-related effects on employee 
attitudes and behaviors.  
Socioemotional Selectivity Theory 
 Socioemotional selectivity theory was introduced and developed by Laura Carstensen as 
an alternative theory for explaining variations in social engagement throughout one’s life span. 
The fundamental premise of socioemotional selectivity theory is that the subjective sense of time 
left in life critically determines an individual’s selection of social goals and subsequent 
preferences for social contact (Carstensen, 2006; Carstensen et al., 1999). This theory classifies 
social goals into two broad categories: knowledge acquisition and emotional regulation. 
Knowledge acquisition motivates individuals to learn about the self and the social world either 
through the observations of others or through direct interactions. This class of goals is also 
construed as preparation for the future life. Seeking information, striving for educational or 
occupational achievements, and engaging in social comparisons all fall under the rubric of 
knowledge-related goals (Fung, Carstensen, & Lutz, 1999). The regulation of emotion refers to 
self-regulatory goals that secure positive emotional states, avoid negative ones, or seek 
emotionally meaningful experiences (Carstensen et al., 1999; Lang & Carstensen, 2002). 
Specific goals selected from these two broad classes dictate an individual’s social behavior. 
Guided by knowledge-related goals, individuals are concerned with developing social 
relationships with unfamiliar others who can provide useful information. Emotion-regulation 
goals, in contrast, are likely to lead individuals to seek emotionally close social partners who can 
provide emotional gratification.  
Carstensen et al. (1999) argued that individuals regularly monitor how much time has 
passed and how much is left in the future at a conscious or subconscious level. When the amount 
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of time in the future is perceived as expansive, individuals tend to prioritize knowledge-related 
goals and activities that help them prepare for the future. When the perceived amount of time is 
constrained, individuals tend to focus on the present and such orientation leads them to place a 
priority on emotion-regulation goals. Generally speaking, the hierarchy of social goals varies 
with age because the sense of limited time left to live becomes incrementally salient over the 
course of a life span (Carstensen et al., 1999; Fung et al., 1999; Okun & Schultz, 2003).  
Socioemotional selectivity theory predicts that, for younger people with a sense of open-
ended future time, acquiring knowledge or seeking social contacts that can be instrumental in the 
future take precedence over finding emotionally meaningful experiences (Lang & Carstensen, 
2002). Their emphasis on knowledge-related goals encourages behaviors aimed at enhancing 
their preparedness for the future life. For example, younger adults are inclined to invest a 
substantial amount of time and energy into pursuing vocational or career interests and expanding 
social networks (Lang & Carstensen, 2002). The instrumental value of social contact declines 
with age as knowledge accrues over the life course (Carstensen, 1993). That is, as one grows 
older, gathering information becomes less of a motive for social interactions. Instead, older 
people’s sense of a limited anticipated future shapes their orientation to be more concerned with 
the present. They attach greater value to social activities that provide emotional meanings and 
satisfaction as opposed to those that expand their horizons (Carstensen, 2006). As a consequence 
of such motivational changes, older people exercise greater control over negative emotional 
experiences and strengthen existing close social ties, which can serve as a reliable and 
predictable source for positive emotions and a sense of social belongingness (Carstensen et al., 
1999). Consistent with the predictions, research has found that older people tend to prefer 
familiar, as opposed to novel, social partners (Fredrickson & Carstensen, 1990; Fung et al., 
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1999), whereas younger people are more interested in prospective social contacts and 
opportunities for gaining information (Fredrickson & Carstensen, 1990).  
Conceptual Model  
A conceptual model that guides the current study is presented in Figure 1. Given the 
model developed in the current study is built on previous research on motives for OCBs, the 
conceptual model displayed in Figure 1 also presents the findings reported in the previous studies. 
The bold lines stand for the relationships that are examined in the current study. The dotted lines 
stand for potential associations that are not hypothesized in the current study. The remaining 
lines represent the relationships that have been empirically evaluated in the literature. 
Demographic variables (e.g., sex, race, educational level, position level, organizational tenure, 
and tenure in profession), and OCB role definitions are considered as control variables in this 
study.  
Figure 1. A Conceptual Model of Age Measures, Motives, and Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Note: Boldfaced lines refer to the interrelationships investigated in this study. 
a. e.g., Cleveland & Shore (1992); Cleveland, et al. (1997); Kaufman & Elder (2002); Markides & Boldt (1983) 
b. e.g., Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski (1989); Barnes-Farrell, Rumery, & Swody (2002); Hubley & Russell (2009); 
Kaufman & Elder (2002); Rubin & Berntsen (2006); Westerhof & Barrett (2005) 
c. e.g., Grant & Mayer (2009) 
d. e.g., Grant & Mayer (2009); Rioux & Penner (2001); Finkelstein & Penner (2004); Finkelstein (2006) 
e. e.g., Grant & Mayer (2009); Finkelstein & Penner (2004) 
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Chronological Age and Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
 
Age can be deemed to be a distal predictor of OCBs. Empirical evidence has shown that 
age may be related to important correlates of OCBs at an individual level of analysis, including 
personality traits, motives, needs, and values. In light of the importance of the dispositional 
approach in the OCB literature, a possible relational pattern for age differences in the level of 
OCBs was postulated based on existing research on personality traits. Subsequently, whereas age 
differences in motives and values do not appear to suggest a consistent pattern between age and 
OCBs, the focus is shifted from the direct link between age and OCBs to the mediating 
relationships among age, two underlying motives (i.e., prosocial and impression management 
motives) and OCBs. Socioemotional selectivity theory and organizational research on age 
differences in values are brought together to address how age may differentiate these two 
prominent OCB motives.  
Behavior as a Function of Age 
As researchers call for empirical examination of the link between age and OCBs 
(Cleveland & Lim, 2007), empirical evidence has yielded mixed findings about the relationship 
of age with OCB or its subscales. Some studies presented negative relationships (e.g., Feather & 
Rauter, 2004; Iun & Huang, 2007; Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004) or no significant relationships 
(e.g., Ferris, Rogers, Blass, & Hochwarter, 2009; Li, Liang, & Crant, 2010; Tsui, Porter, & Egan, 
2002; Wagner & Rush, 2000; Stamper & Van Dyne, 1998), whereas other studies yielded 
positive relationships (e.g., Chattopadhyay, 1999; Li & Wang, 2007). Concurrently, research has 
suggested an inverse relationship between employee age and voluntary absenteeism (Allen, 
1981; Martocchio, 1989), which is perceived as the opposite of citizenship behavior. A recent 
meta-analytical study by Ng and Feldman (2008) suggested a positive relationship between age 
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and general OCB (i.e., OCB that did not differentiate among targets) with the effect size of 0.06 
for ratings by others and 0.08 for self-ratings. Since OCB was tested as an aggregate construct in 
the meta-analysis, the stronger relationships of age with some domains of OCB might have 
compensated for the weaker relationships of age with other domains. Alternatively, the use of 
correlations in Ng and Feldman’s (2008) meta-analysis embodies a tendency to describe age 
phenomena with an implicit assumption of linearity. It is possible that, just as with the 
curvilinear age-performance relationship reported in Sturman (2003) and Ng and Feldman 
(2008), the relationships of age with OCBs may not necessarily be linear. Three categories – 
younger, middle-aged, and older – were used to conceptually present the potential nonlinearity in 
terms of age differences.  
As discussed in the section of OCB antecedents, personality traits – particularly 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, extraversion and neuroticism (sometimes called emotional 
instability) within the Five Factor Model – have been theorized and empirically examined to be 
associated with citizenship-like behavior (e.g., Borman, Penner, Allen & Motowidlo, 2001; Ilies, 
Fulmer, Spitzmuller, & Johnson, 2009; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Ilies, Scott, & Judge, 2006; 
Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997; Organ & Lingl, 1995; Organ & Ryan, 1995). 
Conscientious individuals tend to be diligent, self-disciplined, dependable, adherent to norms and 
achievement oriented; agreeable individuals tend to be friendly, trusting, modest, cooperative 
and sympathetic; extraverted individuals tend to be sociable, active, positive, gregarious, 
assertive, independent and self confident; neurotic individuals tend to experience anxiety, worry, 
anger and distress (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & John, 1992; 
Roberts, Robins, Trzesniewski, & Caspi, 2003). 
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According to the literature on age and personality, individuals of different age groups 
demonstrate differences on the four of Big Five traits previously mentioned as well as specific 
personality traits pertaining to OCBs. Both longitudinal and cross-sectional data have suggested 
that, in a normative pattern, older adults tend to be higher in conscientiousness, agreeableness 
and emotionally stability than younger adults (e.g., Allemand, Zimprich, & Hendriks, 2008; 
McCrae et al., 1999; McCrae et al., 2004; Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 2006; Srivastava, 
John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003; Yang, McCrae, & Costa, 1998), whereas mixed findings 
regarding extraversion have been reported (Allemand, Gomez, & Jackson, 2010).  
The unclear pattern of mean-level change in the domain of extraversion might be 
attributable to distinctly different maturational patterns of its two elements: social dominance and 
social vitality (Roberts et al., 2003; Roberts et al., 2006). Social dominance includes traits such 
as dominance, independence and self-confidence; social vitality reflects traits in sociability, 
positive affect and gregariousness (Helson & Kwan, 2000). Cross-sectional studies often used 
the domain of social vitality to describe extraversion (Roberts et al., 2003), indicating a negative 
correlation between age and social vitality (Helson & Kwan, 2000; McCrae et al., 1999). In 
contrast, longitudinal studies yielded a non-linear pattern of personality changes in social 
dominance and social vitality throughout adulthood (Roberts et al., 2003). Based on their meta-
analysis, Roberts et al. (2006) found that one domain of extraversion – social vitality – showed a 
pattern of significant decreases during younger adulthood (22 to 30 years of age) and older 
adulthood (60 to 70 years of age); the other domain of extraversion – social dominance – 
increased from adolescence through age 40. Roberts et al. (2006) did not find sizeable changes in 
the traits from the domain of social dominance beyond age 40. As for specific traits, cross-
sectional data generally suggested that older individuals would be likely to score higher in being 
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conscientious, responsible, modest, conventional, careful in interaction, sympathetic and helpful 
as well as lower in sociability, outgoingness, affiliativeness, abstract thinking and achievement 
via independence than their younger counterparts (Warr, Miles, & Platts, 2001).  
Given the linear assumption, the conclusion from earlier studies on personality traits and 
OCBs appears to be that individuals who are more dependable, achievement oriented, 
hardworking, sociable, positive, agreeable, trusting, friendly, or emotionally stable are more 
likely to engage in voluntary helping and demonstrate cooperative gestures than those who are 
low on these characteristics (Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 1998). The linear pattern, however, may 
not always be sufficient in describing the bearing of personality traits on OCBs. In a sample of 
602 employees from a large public organization Le et al. (2011) found that the relationships 
between personality traits such as conscientiousness and emotional stability and supervisor-rated 
OCB resembled an inverted-U shape, suggesting that the positive relationships might disappear 
beyond a certain threshold in personality traits. Therefore, the implication from either the age-
personality or personality-OCB literature appears to be that chronological age may be related to 
OCB in a curvilinear fashion.  
Hypothesis 1: There will be a curvilinear relationship between chronological age and 
organizational citizenship behavior in that middle-aged employees will be likely to have the 
highest level of organizational citizenship behavior. 
 
Age Differences in Prosocial and Impression Management Motives 
Motivational analysis has gained its popularity in examining antecedents to 
organizational citizenship behavior (Grant & Mayer, 2009). Organizational scholars have 
proposed that, other than reciprocity suggested by social exchange theory, prosocial and 
impression management motives can account for employees’ engagement in organizational 
citizenship behaviors (Bolino, 1999; Bolino, Turnley, & Niehoff, 2004; Finkelstein & Penner, 
66

2004; Rioux & Penner, 2001). Prosocial motives refer to a desire to be helpful and concerned 
with others’ needs and feelings (Grant, 2008; Rioux & Penner, 2001). Employees with prosocial 
motives are inclined to recognize opportunities and take on responsibilities for improving the 
welfare of other organizational members and the organization (Grant & Mayer, 2009). 
Impression management motives refer to a desire to create a favorable image and to avoid an 
unfavorable one in the eyes of others (Rioux & Penner, 2001). Employees with impression 
management motives are more concerned about the instrumental benefits and rewards derived 
from positive public images. It is noteworthy that the value system and motivational basis may 
alter with age (Warr, 2001, 2008; Williams & Fox, 1995). It is argued that these two prominent 
motives – prosocial motives and impression management motives – may vary with age for the 
following reasons.  
Socioemotional selectivity theory postulates that individuals select social goals 
contingent upon their perceptions of time left to live in the anticipated future (Carstensen et al., 
1999; Lang & Carstensen, 2002). It is assumed within this theory that that older adults are more 
likely than younger adults to focus on emotionally meaningful goals because of older adults’ 
appraisal of limited future time (Carstensen et al., 1999; Lang & Carstensen, 2002). Lang and 
Carstensen (2002) extended emotionally meaningful goals beyond traditional theoretical focus 
on regulation of emotions by including the notion of generativity. Interests in emotion regulation 
lead older adults to seek emotional satisfaction from their relationships and control negative, 
difficult emotional experiences. Generativity refers to an adult’s concern for and commitment to 
benefiting the social system and nurturing, leading, promoting and helping the next generation 
(McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992; McAdams, de St. Aubin & Logan, 1993). According to Lang 
and Carstensen (2002), older adults are able to derive emotional meanings from the commitment 
67

towards generativity because it allows older adults to express their desires for “symbolic 
immortality” and to feel needed by others (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992). Research has 
documented that interests in generativity are more prominent after one enters middle adulthood 
(e.g., McAdams et al., 1993), suggesting that older people are more concerned about others’ well 
being and their positive impacts on others.  
Socioemotional selectivity theory predicts that younger adults are more concerned with 
their preparedness for the future as opposed to older adults (Carstensen et al., 1999). Younger 
adults tend to anticipate plenty of time ahead accompanied by plenty of opportunities for them to 
pursue (Ng & Feldman, 2010). With the urgent goal of preparing for the future in their mind, 
younger adults may ascribe greater importance to instrumental or informational value in their 
social activities rather than emotional meanings derived from social interactions. An implication 
derived from the principles of socioemotional selectivity theory may be that the relative 
importance of other-concern increases with age, whereas the salience of self-concern decreases 
with age. 
Empirical evidence generally suggests that older employees are more likely to attend to 
and express concern for others, whereas younger employees place more weight on self-concern 
and opportunities for growth relative to their older counterparts. In a study using game scenarios, 
Van Lange, De Bruin, Otten, and Joireman (1997) found that prosocial orientations, which 
emphasized cooperation and equality, were more pronounced as age increased, whereas 
individualistic orientations, which focused on self-interest only, declined with age. The data from 
Maehr and Braskamp (1986) suggested that self-concern was more pronounced in early and 
middle adulthood. More specifically, they found that younger adults tended to prioritize activities 
that came with immediate financial rewards and recognition; middle-aged adults tended to value 
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power from work and had greater anticipation for advancement; older adults tended to be more 
concerned with others’ well-being. Younger employees’ emphasis on power and competition as 
opposed to their older counterparts was also reported in Inceoglu et al. (2012). Concurrently, 
recent research concluded that concerns over good pay, recognition, networking, and 
opportunities for personal growth are more salient for younger employees as opposed to for older 
employees (Inceoglu et al., 2012; Kooij et al., 2011; Ng & Feldman, 2010; Warr, 2008). 
Research evidence also consistently supports a strongly positive relationship of age with intrinsic 
rewards as work motivation (Inceoglu et al., 2012; Kooij et al., 2011; Ng & Feldman, 2010), 
which is a construct distinct from but closely related to prosocial motives (Grant, 2008). More 
noteworthy is that a meta-analysis on age and work-related motives in Kooij et al. (2011) 
revealed a significant, positive relationship between age and one of social motives characterized 
by helping people or contributing to society.  
Similar age-differential patterns in motivations have been reported in existing research on 
volunteerism. Omoto, Snyder and Martino (2000) found that older volunteers who ranged in age 
from 55 to 76 years tended to be motivated by concerns for others and societal obligations, 
whereas younger volunteers who ranged in age from 19 to 39 years tended to be motivated by 
concerns for interpersonal networking. Extending the efforts by Omoto et al. (2000), Okun and 
Schultz (2003) conducted an empirical study on age differences in seven primary types of 
motives or functions for volunteering in a sample of 523 active volunteers of nonprofit home 
building organizations. Consistent with their prediction derived from socioemotional selectivity 
theory, they found that career (to gain career-related experience) and understanding motives (to 
learn about the world) decreased with age, and social motives (to strengthen relationships) 
increased with age. Nevertheless, as Okun and Schultz (2003) hypothesized a positive 
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relationship between age and value motives (to express humanitarian values), their study 
suggested no relationship between the two variables. They attributed this inconsistent finding to 
the nature of the samples and the items of the measure.  
  Wagner and Rush (2000) argued that younger individuals tend to abide by a norm of 
reciprocity and focus on instrumental value of exchange relationships, whereas older individuals 
are likely to embrace a socially responsible norm of benevolence. Wagner and Rush’s data 
collected from a sample of nurses showed that antecedents of altruistic behavior might depend on 
employee age. For nurses younger than 35 years old, affective states such as job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment and trust in management were predictive of altruistic behavior; for 
nurses older than 35 years old, the dispositional variable of moral judgment was the unique 
predictor of altruistic behavior. One of Wagner and Rush’s post hoc explanations was that older 
employees might have internalized the value of helping and viewed it as part of their roles. 
Conjointly, it is predicted that older employees may be more likely to construe prosocial motives 
as relevant to their engagement in OCBs than their younger counterparts.  
As far as impression management motives are concerned, a review by Bolino, Kacmar, 
Turnley, and Gilstrap (2008) implied that such motives appear to govern a wide array of 
employees’ work behavior to a certain extent regardless of their age. However, there are reasons 
to believe that impression management motives for OCBs are probably more salient in younger 
employees’ decision processes relative to that by older employees. From a dispositional 
perspective, research has shown that younger employees are more likely than older employees to 
be concerned with their expressive self-presentation in response to social cues (Day, Schleicher, 
Unckless, & Hiller, 2002; Reifman, Klein, & Murphy, 1989). Furthermore, Leary and Kowalski 
(1990) proposed in their expectancy-value model of impression management that impression 
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motivation is determined jointly by three interrelated factors: the goal-relevance of impressions, 
the value of desired goals and the perceived discrepancy between one’s desired and current 
image. All other things being equal, the value of desired goals in their model lays the 
groundwork for analyzing age differences in impression management motives. Instrumental 
benefits associated with OCBs may be more valued by younger employees than by their older 
counterparts. Empirical studies have confirmed that the utility of employees’ OCBs in attaining 
positive career outcomes can be observed through the effects of image enhancement on overall 
performance ratings (e.g., Allen & Rush, 1998; Bolino, Varela, Bande, & Turnley, 2006; 
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Werner, 1994), reward recommendations (e.g., Allen & Rush, 
1998; Eastman, 1994; Kiker & Motowidlo, 1999) or promotion decisions (e.g., Hui, Lam, & Law, 
2000) because such behaviors provide informational cues for the authority to make judgments.  
With dwindling advancement opportunities for older employees (Greller & Simpson, 
1999; Van Der Heijden, 2006; van Veldhoven & Dorenbosch, 2008), the importance of 
traditional career outcomes such as status, recognition, compensation, and promotion gradually 
declines with increasing age (Inceoglu et al., 2012; Warr, 2008). The lower valence attached to 
those career outcomes by older employees, as opposed to younger employees, may lead older 
employees to be less concerned about the image enhancement associated with OCBs. In contrast, 
for younger adults, presenting a favorable image comes to be a natural self-regulatory attempt in 
the process of attaining their career agenda. According to socioemotional selectivity theory, in 
order to better prepare for their future career and achieve their career-related agenda, younger 
adults are drawn to learning knowledge and skills from work, as well as gaining resources from 
establishing a broad social network that can provide career-related assistance in the long run 
(Barnes-Farrell & Matthews, 2007). The public image of, for instance, willingness to learn or 
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hard working may help younger employees to earn some reputation and acquire more social 
capital.  
Taken together, the current study can hypothesize that, since orientation to be concerned 
about others’ needs and well-being has been found to be more prominent in older adults than in 
younger adults, older employees are more likely than their younger counterparts to report high 
prosocial motives for OCBs. On the other hand, because of the greater value ascribed to 
instrumental benefits of OCBs by younger employees, younger employees are more likely than 
their older counterparts to report high impression management motives for OCBs.    
Hypothesis 2a: There will be a positive relationship between age and prosocial motives for 
OCBs. That is, older employees will be more likely to attribute their OCBs to prosocial motives 
than will younger employees.  
   
Hypothesis 2b: There will be a negative relationship between age and impression management 
motives for OCBs. That is, younger employees will be more likely to attribute their OCBs to 
impression management motives than will older employees.  
 
 Prosocial and impression management motives have been theorized as underlying 
motives for employee engagement in OCBs. Employees with high prosocial motives are more 
concerned with others’ feelings and needs and the welfare of the organization as a whole, and 
thereby they tend to perceive “going above and beyond the call of duty” (i.e., OCBs) as part of 
their responsibility (Grant & Mayer, 2009). OCBs, such as helping others, complying with group 
norms, or exhibiting courteous gestures may have an ingratiatory flavor and become an approach 
to secure favorable images. In Bolino’s (1999) conceptual analysis, he borrowed Leary and 
Kowalski’s (1990) model in describing the process wherein impression management motives 
may lead to OCBs. For example, he proposed that impression management motives may foster 
employees’ engagement in OCBs at certain times or towards certain powerful individuals at 
work.  
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 While the relationship between prosocial motives and OCBs has received consistent 
empirical support, mixed findings concerning the relationship of impression management 
motives with OCBs have been reported across studies. In a study with a sample of employees 
working for a public-sector organization, Rioux and Penner (2001) found that prosocial motives 
were significantly correlated with self, peer, and supervisor ratings of OCBs. More specifically, 
in their hierarchical regression analysis including three major motives (i.e., organizational 
concern, prosocial motives, and impression management motives), prosocial motives accounted 
for significant amounts of unique variance in helping, courtesy, and civic virtue for self-ratings; 
in helping and civic virtue for peer ratings; and in helping for supervisor ratings. However, their 
data suggested that impression management motives were not significantly correlated with any 
subscales of OCB but such motives accounted for significant amounts of unique variance in the 
self and peer ratings of sportsmanship. They concluded that prosocial motives appeared to be 
more relevant in explaining citizenship behavior directed toward individuals, whereas 
organizational concern motives “mapped onto” the domains of OCB directed toward the 
organization.  
Finkelstein and Penner’s (2004) study with a sample of public-sector employees and 
Finkelstein’s (2006) study with a sample of private-sector employees yielded similar findings in 
relation to the utility of those three motives in accounting for self-reported OCBs. As expected in 
the both studies, prosocial motives were found to be predictive of self-reported citizenship 
behaviors directed toward individuals. While high impression management motives in 
Finkelstein and Penner’s (2004) study were found to a predictor of low citizenship behavior 
towards the organization, this relationship was not revealed in Finkelstein’s (2006) study. 
Correlation analyses from both of these two studies consistently suggested a positive correlation 
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between impression management motives and self-reported citizenship behaviors directed 
toward individuals. Somewhat contradictory to the findings from preceding work, a more recent 
study by Grant and Mayer (2009) indicated that both prosocial and impression management 
motives were significant independent predictors of supervisor ratings of citizenship behavior 
directed toward individuals (i.e., helping and courtesy). Moreover, although these two motives 
were not associated with supervisor ratings of citizenship behavior directed toward the 
organization (i.e., initiative) when controlling for organizational concern, their study reported a 
significant interaction effect between the two motives on initiative.  
The intention of the current study is to examine the mediating roles of prosocial and 
impression management motives in the age-behavior relationship rather than to compare the 
unique contribution of these two motives in explaining OCBs. Despite the inconsistent results, 
Rioux and Penner (2001) contended that it may be premature to rule out impression management 
motives as a relevant antecedent to OCBs. The empirical findings from Grant and Mayer (2009) 
imply that impression management motives remain to be a promising motivational basis in 
explaining OCBs. Based on the aforementioned theoretical propositions and empirical findings 
from earlier studies, the current study expects a positive association between prosocial motives 
and OCBs. In contrast, due to mixed findings regarding relationships between impression 
management motives and OCBs, the current study explores the mediating role of impression 
management motives without specifying the directions of mediating paths. Therefore, two 
hypotheses are formulated: 
Hypothesis 3a: Prosocial motives will serve as a mediator in the relationship between 
chronological age and OCBs. Specifically, age will be positively related to prosocial motives, 
which in turn lead to higher OCBs. 
 
Hypothesis 3b: Impression management motives will serve as a mediator in the relationship 
between chronological age and OCBs. 
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Subjective Age Identity 
What is Subjective Age Identity? 
Subjective age identity can be defined as “how old a person feels or the age group with 
which the individual identifies him- or herself” (Steverink, Westerhof, Bode, & Dittmann-Kohli, 
2001, p. 364). Subjective age identity is influenced not only by noticeable changes in individuals’ 
functional capacity (Waldman & Avolio, 1993), but also by the social roles and incidents they 
experience throughout their lives (Kaufman & Elder, 2002; Mathur & Moschis, 2005). 
Admittedly, subjective age identity cannot be independent from the evaluative reference of 
chronological age (Barak, 2009; Logan et al., 1992). However, subjective age identity functions 
as a more relevant index for individuals’ outcomes compared to chronological age.  
Chronological age fails to account for perceptions, personal meanings, and social expectations 
people attach to age. An array of terms has been created with the growing interest in 
investigating subjective age identity: age identification (Peters, 1971; Bultena & Powers, 1978; 
Baum & Boxley, 1983), personal age (Kastenbaum, Derbin, Sabatini, & Artt, 1972), perceived 
age (Lawrence, 1974), subjective age (Barak & Schiffman, 1981), and cognitive age (Barak & 
Schiffman, 1981; Barak, 1987; Barak & Stern, 1986). The common thread in this research is the 
belief that age-related self-concept provides useful insights into aging processes.  
Measuring Subjective Age Identity 
Self-perceived age identity has been operationalized differently across studies (Barak & 
Stern, 1986). Some self-report measures are concerned with actual age-role self-concepts (i.e., 
how old or young individuals perceive themselves to be); other self-report measures focus on 
desired age-role self-concepts (i.e., how old or young individuals would like to be) (Barak, 1987; 
Barak, Mathur, Lee & Zhang, 2001). The existing operationalizations of self-perceived age 
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identity have ranged from single-item scales (Barak, 1987; Baum & Boxley, 1983; Hubley & 
Hultsch, 1994; Markides & Boldt, 1983; Westerhof & Barrett, 2005) to multi-item scales (Barak, 
1987; Hubley & Russell, 2009; Kastenbaum et al., 1972; Montepare, 1996; Montepare & 
Lachman, 1989). 
A single-item scale of subjective age identification typically asks participants to report 
with which age-referent groups they identify. Some researchers coined the term identity age to 
refer to single-item scales for measuring subjective age identity (Barak, 1987; Barak & Stern, 
1986; Settersten & Mayer; 1997). An identity-age scale is unidimensional in nature with a single 
item phrased like: "We would like to know how old you feel. Would you say you feel young, 
middle aged, old or very old?" (e.g., Markides & Boldt, 1983, p. 424). From a perspective of 
social psychology, since those categories function as convenience labels in this society, the 
subjective meanings associated with those categories in the eyes of respondents appear to be 
relevant in the identification process. However, such a straightforward approach has incurred 
some criticism. A major limitation residing in a typical identity-age scale is that it masks 
individual differences in defining age boundaries, conveying ambiguous meanings associated 
with age categories (Montepare, 1996a). Barak (1987) argued that, while many individuals who 
are over thirty deny their own aging by categorizing themselves into younger categories, the 
categories in this type of scale may be difficult for researchers to interpret if each of those 
categories has a certain presumed age range. Some researchers (e.g., Barrett, 2003; Underhill & 
Cadwell, 1983; Shafer & Shippee, 2010; Westerhof & Barret, 2005) turned to felt age, a 
numerical form of subjective age identity, as an alternative approach, which allows comparison 
to one’s chronological age (Barak, 1987). In gauging felt age, researchers typically ask: “Many 
people feel older or younger than they actually are. What age do you feel most of time?” (e.g., 
76

Barret, 2003, p. S104). The expression in numerical years may represent more a precise age-
based self-concept, but this approach is likely to encourage respondents to use their actual 
chronological age as the response in order to save their cognitive efforts. As a result, effects of 
priming may occur. Barak (1987) hence cast doubt on the validity and reliability of the numerical 
form of single-item age measures.  
In some studies, comparative age was measured and adopted as an index of subjective 
age identification (Settersten & Mayer, 1997). Settersten and Mayer (1997) specified two forms 
of comparative age: external and internal comparison. Respondents are typically asked to 
indicate whether they feel younger, older, or same age in comparison to other same-aged peers 
(e.g., Kaliterna, Larsen, & Brkljacic, 2002; Teuscher, 2009) or to their actual chronological age 
(e.g. Baum & Boxley 1983; Galambos, Turner, & Tilton-Weaver, 2005; Hubley & Hultsch, 2009; 
Montepare, 1996a, 1996b; Rubin & Berntsen, 2006). The former focuses on same-aged peers as 
the comparison reference, whereas the latter attends to one’s actual age for comparison. Some 
scholars also attained a numerical expression of comparative age as age identity by computing 
the difference score between actual age and subjective age (e.g., Barrett, 2003; Barnes-Farrell & 
Piotrowski, 1989, 1991; Barnes-Farrell, Rumery, & Swody, 2002; Hubley & Hultsch, 1994; 
Mock & Eibach, 2011; Rubin & Berntsen, 2006; Shafer & Shippee, 2010; Ward, 2010; 
Westerhof & Barret, 2005). In so doing, many of these studies employed the felt-age approach 
for soliciting numerical responses to subjective age.  
On top of this approach, Rubin and Bernsten (2006) asked participants to report their 
comparative age in a categorical format before specifying how old they feel in years. Their 
approach implies that identification with a category on a comparative age scale may render a 
basis for participants to define their subjective age in a numerical fashion. This order of asking 
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questions may also remedy the potential inconsistency between the meanings of perceptual and 
numerical differences. As far as self-referent and other-referent comparative ages are concerned, 
subjective age identity essentially subsumes self-referent and other-referent evaluations. 
Montepare, Rierdan, Koff, and Stubbs’s (1989) five-item subjective age measure, as cited in 
Galambos et al. (2005), in effect consists of self-referent and other-referent items all together. 
While the rating standards in this scale are self-referent, some items ask respondents to compare 
themselves with same-aged peers. This inconsistency mirrors little attention to nuances between 
self-referent and other-referent evaluations. Presumably, different referent targets may evoke 
different age perceptions (Settersten & Mayer, 1997). When using comparative age to index 
subjective age, researchers should more clearly define referent targets.  
Kastenbaum et al. (1972) unfolded a new page for subjective age measures by 
introducing a multi-item scale. They outlined age identity as an integral self-evaluation 
predicated on multiple spheres of functional aging: biological, psychological, and social 
experiences. In their “Ages of Me” instrument, Kastenbaum et al. proposed four dimensions to 
measure personal age: feel age, look age, do age, and interest age. In their study, respondents 
were asked to indicate specific ages for questions related to those four domains. Feel age is 
concerned with an individual’s personality/emotional aspect of age-based self-concept; look age 
is concerned with an individual’s physical/biological aspect of age-based self-concept; do age is 
concerned with the societal/occupational aspect; interest age is concerned with the 
cognitive/intellectual aspect (Barak et al., 2001). The measurement model of Kastenbaum et al. 
has bearing on later development of subjective age scales. Based closely on these four aspects in 
Kastenbaum et al. (1972), Barak and Schiffman (1981) developed a four-item cognitive age scale, 
which asked respondents to select a specific age decade with which they identify for each of the 
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four age dimensions. The composite score, calculated by averaging the four age dimensions, 
represents one’s cognitive age. Nevertheless, researchers have cast doubt on the dimensionality 
of Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) personal age or Barak and Schiffman’s (1981) cognitive age. In a 
sample of older females, Wilkes (1992) found the good fit of the congeneric measurement model, 
suggesting that the four items of this scale (feel age, look age, do age, and interest age) are 
indicators of the same underlying construct – cognitive age. The results of confirmatory factory 
analysis in Van Auken and Barry (1995) also confirmed the unidimensionality of the cognitive 
age scale. Similar results were reported by Teuscher (2009) when she evaluated the 
dimensionality of Kastenbaum et al.’s “Ages of Me.”  
Inspired by Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) work, some scholars have sought to continue this 
line of research efforts by formulating creative items to capture subjective age. Drawing on a 
fundamental premise that adult development is a multidimensional process, Montepare’s (1996a) 
operationally defined subjective age as a multidimensional construct in her Subjective Age and 
Gender Scale (SAGS). More specifically, she used self-referent and other-referent questions 
when constructing three multi-item age subscales: psychological, physical, and social ages. In 
Montepare’s scale, respondents are asked to indicate the extent to which they feel older or 
younger than their own age for each item on a 7-point scale, as opposed to the numerical 
response in Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) or the age decades in Barak and Schiffman’s (1981) 
cognitive age. In a similar vein, Hubley developed a multi-item Subjective Age Identity Scale 
(SAIS), which included physical, mental, social, appearance, and desired aspects of subjective 
evaluations relative to actual age (Hubley & Russell, 2009). The exploratory factor analysis in 
Hubley and Russell suggested that desired age should be retained as a separate variable from the 
other four items.  
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Although single-item scales remain a predominant approach to gauging subjective age 
identity in the literature, the increasing popularity of multi-item scales of subjective age can be 
attributed to their theoretical soundness and advantage over single-item scales (e.g., identity age 
or felt age). From a perspective of life-span development, different aspects of life experience in 
aging processes can contribute to the formation of age identity. Multiple items in a subjective age 
scale allow an individual to retrieve information regarding different aspects of aging experiences 
and, therefore, may elicit more comprehensive self-evaluation. Alternatively, existing multi-item 
age scales implicitly or explicitly recognize that age identity can be shaped by others through 
social interactions (Kaufman & Elder, 2002; Markus, 1987). Subjective age identification not 
only reflects one’s own characteristics but also the perception of the way one is being seen by 
others (Kaufman & Elder, 2002). Others’ feedback about a given individual’s aging experiences 
may be informative in shaping his/her age identity. For example, when a person’s physical 
appearance frequently invites the comment that he/she looks younger than his/her actual age, 
he/she is likely to develop a physically youthful self-concept. Recognizing the effect of others’ 
feedback, Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) comparative age scale consists of items assessing 
individuals’ perceptions of how unfamiliar and familiar others view their age. In a similar vein, 
Hubley’s (Hubley & Russell, 2009) SAIS includes perceptions of being perceived by others 
besides self-conception in measuring look age.  
Some measurement strategy shifts away from asking questions regarding actual self-
concepts, and instead identifies ideal or desired self-concepts. For example, ideal age is typically 
asked: “If you could be any age, what age would you most like to be?” (Barak, Stern, & Gould, 
1988, p. 152). According to Barak (1987), ideal and actual age-role self-concepts, conceptually, 
are two distinct constructs, though both of them are components of age identity. Some scholars 
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combined this ideal age item with items for actual age-role self-concepts in measuring subjective 
age identification without any explanations (e.g., Cleveland, Shore & Murphy, 1997; Montepare 
& Lachman, 1989; Shore et al., 2003). The addition of the ideal age item may, nevertheless, 
leave questions for the validity and reliability of the instrument. Consequently, the explanatory 
power for response variables is likely to be reduced and interpretation of findings can be 
problematic.  
When organizational scholars included subjective age measures, their objective was to 
assess whether subjective age index scores can account for the variance in work attitudes beyond 
that by chronological age (Cleveland et al., 1997; Shore et al., 2003). This focus led them to 
overlook the coherence between the operationalization of multi-item subjective age measures 
and the definitions of age constructs, as well as the necessity of meaningful reasoning for the link 
between ideal age and work outcomes. More importantly, an ideal or desired age per se as a 
construct essentially reflects very little about one’s current self-concept, but rather conveys the 
valence of age (Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002). It probably has more meaningful implications for 
behavioral outcomes when contrasting it with one’s chronological or subjective age. Staats (1996) 
argued that a desire to be much younger than one’s actual age may imply negative attitudes 
toward aging and dissatisfaction with corresponding age-graded roles. 
Self-perceived age identity in the current study focuses on actual age-role self-concept. 
Following organizational scholars’ work (Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland et al., 1997), the 
current study uses a standard identity age scale and Barak’s (1987) cognitive age scale to index 
subjective age identity. In the meanwhile, the current study extends the organizational literature 
on subjective age by considering comparative age. For the current study, the development of 
subjective age scales is discussed in more detail in the chapter on methodology.  
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Utility of Subjective Age Identity in Explaining Age-Related OCB Processes 
 
The advantage of demographic variables in their parsimony and reliability as a measure 
(Pfeffer, 1983) has promoted their use in the organizational literature. Chronological age, 
therefore, is often employed as an implicit proxy for subjective meanings associated with age 
(Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Lawrence, 1988; Waldman & Avolio, 1993). Following this tradition, 
the present study examines the connections of chronological age with OCB and the two OCB 
motives. However, one’s self-perceptions of age may not coincide with prototypical attributes 
associated with chronological age (Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1991). There is a wealth of 
evidence that the tendency to report subjective age identities that are younger than chronological 
ages is more pronounced for older adults than younger adults (e.g., Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 
1989; Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002; Goldsmith & Heiens, 1992; Hubley & Hultsch, 1994; Hubley 
& Russell, 2009; Kaufman & Elder, 2002; Mock & Eibach, 2011; Montepare & Lachman, 1989; 
Öberg & Tornstam, 2001; Rubin & Berntsen, 2006; Ward, 2010; Westerhof & Barrett, 2005). In 
contrast, younger adults are more likely than older adults to report a psychological age older than 
their chronological age (Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1989; Rubin & Berntsen, 2006). 
Alternatively, two individuals with the same chronological age may have different subjective 
feelings about their age identity. Individual differences in such discrepancies may reflect 
heterogeneous experiences in and perceptions of the aging processes (Barnes-Farrell & 
Piotrowski, 1989, 1991). Subjective age identification may account for additional variance 
beyond that by chronological age as far as attitudinal or behavioral outcomes are concerned (cf. 
Cleveland & Shore, 1992). 
According to Turner and Onorato’s (1999) theorization of a self-categorization process, 
subjective age identification requires the cognitive process of finding the fit between age-based 
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category specifications and one’s own idiosyncratic characteristics, physiological functioning 
and social experiences. In other words, how one feels about his/her age may invoke the use of 
age-related stereotypes as the frame of reference for evaluations of his/her own functioning 
(Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1991). Thus, feeling “old” implies that one feels as if he/she has 
attributes that are believed to be typical for old adults. Insomuch as the self-concept provides a 
framework governing and mediating individuals’ social behavior (Markus & Wurf, 1987; 
Markus & Herzog, 1992), their responses to substantive social meanings of aging processes – as 
well as their self-knowledge in relation to changes in physical ability, health and major life 
roles – can provide understandings about the utility of subjective age identification in predicting 
work attitudes and behaviors.  
Subjective age identification may have implications for self-stereotyping. Scholars 
posited that individuals may adopt and internalize age-related stereotypical beliefs in forming 
their self-concept and affect the way they interact with others (Golub, Filipowicz, & Langer, 
2002; Markus & Herzog, 1992). From this self-stereotyping perspective, behavioral assimilation 
to stereotypes of an age group is more likely to occur when individuals belong to or identify with 
the group than when they do not belong to or identify with the group (O’Brien & Hummert, 
2006). A 60-year-old individual who thinks of himself as old as his age, for example, will have a 
stronger tendency to “act his age” and probably be more concerned with relevant expectations 
than someone who shares the same age but has a younger self-view.  
As age-related stereotypes are often ascribed with either positive or negative values, 
comparative ages may capture people’s motives for psychologically distancing themselves from 
the broader age category associated with descriptions of negative traits. In North American 
cultural contexts, people generally prefer to view themselves in a positive light (Heine, Lehman, 
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Markus, & Kitayama, 1999). This motive for positive self-regard has a bearing on the process of 
self-stereotyping (Biernat, Vescio, & Green, 1996). Selective self-stereotyping (Biernat et al., 
1996) can be used as a strategy to protect and maintain positive self-concept when individuals 
encounter threatening negative stereotypes of their social group. In the process of selective self-
stereotyping, they respond to the threat of negative descriptions by rejecting the applicability of 
negative stereotypical traits to themselves and the subordinate group with which they are 
affiliated, but in the meanwhile accepting the negative traits as descriptive of the broader social 
category.  
This might explain the prevalent findings that, whereas there is a strong correlation 
between chronological age and categorical forms of subjective age identity (e.g., Cleveland & 
Shore, 1992; Cleveland et al., 1997; Kaufman & Elder, 2002), many adults, particularly those 
over 40, tend to perceive themselves to be younger than their actual ages (Rubin & Berntsen, 
2006). Westerhof and Barrett (2005) argued that in cultural contexts where youth is highly 
valued, identification with younger ages may be used as a strategy to maintain positive self-
conceptions and compensate for negative implications of ageism. Alternatively, potential social 
stigmas and disadvantages, such as immaturity or lack of experience, may be ascribed to a 
younger age group status (Montepare & Lachman, 1989). As such, younger workers may 
perceive themselves to be older than their ages or same-age peers in order to disassociate 
themselves from negative youth-related stereotypes and maintain a positive self-concept. A study 
conducted by Barnes-Farrell and Piotrowski (1989) suggested that younger workers were more 
likely to report older age identities than their older counterparts.  
In addition to self-stereotyping invoked in evaluating age identity, subjective age 
measures, as opposed to chronological age, may be more accurately indicative of individuals’ 
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self-knowledge pertaining to a variety of their life aspects. Empirical studies have found that a 
wide range of physiological, psychological, and social experiences, such as health (Barrett, 2003; 
Bultena & Powers, 1978; Baum & Boxley, 1983; Cleaver & Muller, 2002; Logan et al., 1992; 
Markides & Boldt, 1983; Steitz & McClary, 1988), physical functioning, social functioning, 
mental health, health satisfaction (Hubley & Russell, 2009), perceived financial well-being 
(Barrett, 2003; Steitz & McClary, 1988), life satisfaction (Logan et al., 1992; Ward, 2010; 
Westerhof & Barrett, 2005), fear of aging (Montepare & Lachman, 1989), positive and negative 
affect, personal growth, generativity (Ward, 2010), educational status (Barrett, 2003; Bultena & 
Powers, 1978; Markides & Boldt, 1983; Steitz & McClary, 1988), marital status, having children 
(Logan et al., 1992) and sense of purpose in life (Baum & Boxley, 1983) are associated with 
subjective age identification. Individuals with poorer health tend to identify with the “old” age 
categories (Markides & Boldt, 1983) or perceive themselves as older than they actually are 
(Barrett, 2003; Baum & Boxley, 1983; Hubley & Russell, 2009). The empirical findings cited 
earlier also reveal that individuals are likely to impute the meanings of age-related expectations 
or age-structured roles to their age identification. Researchers have also examined the correlates 
of subjective age identity among workers. The findings from Barnes-Farrell and her colleagues 
(1991, 2002) indicated that feeling older than one’s chronological age was positively correlated 
with workplace/off-the-job concerns and frustrations as well as work strains (i.e., physical 
fatigue, mental fatigue, and tension). Kaliterna et al. (2002) found that subjective age identity 
(i.e., cognitive age) was negatively related to perceived ability for completing physical, mental 
and social demands of work.  
A pertinent implication drawn from preceding studies is that subjective age identity (e.g., 
felt age, comparative age) can serve as a valid index of unrelieved work stress (Barnes-Farrell & 
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Piotrowski, 1991; Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002), self-esteem (Montepare, 1996a), perceived general 
self-efficacy (Boehmer, 2007), perceived ability and efforts to meet demands of work (Kaliterna 
et al., 2002), sense of personal growth and generativity (Ward, 2010), or subjective well-being 
(Logan et al. 1992; Ward, 2010; Westerhof & Barrett, 2005). Those parameters are often 
associated with OCBs. For example, OCBs, by definition, are discretionary work behaviors that 
exceed minimally required levels. They require expenditures of additional time and energies and 
thereby can be related to higher levels of role overload, job stress and work–family conflict 
(Bolino & Turnley, 2005). Subjective age measures, which implicitly express physical, mental 
and social capacity, may prove useful in explaining variances in OCBs. 
Earlier research has examined whether subjective age measures can account for unique 
variance in work attitudes beyond chronological age (e.g., Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland 
et al., 1997). They found that the unique contribution of subjective age measures to the 
prediction was merely limited to outcome variables such as reception of on-the-job training 
(Cleveland & Shore, 1992), self-rated health, and retirement intention (Cleveland et al., 1997). 
Their insignificant findings could have been partially attributed to the little variance generated by 
a very limited number of ordinal categories (i.e., younger, middle-aged, older) and the high 
correlations between chronological age and subjective age measures yielded from the data. In 
view of limited utility of subjective age measures reported in earlier work, more age categories 
are designed for the identity age and cognitive age scales in the current study. More importantly, 
comparative age is included as an alternative index of subjective age identity beyond identity age 
and cognitive age, whilst the latter two have instead received relatively more attention than 
comparative age from organizational scholars.  
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Beyond the direct link between comparative age and OCBs, comparative age is likely to 
interact with chronological age in shaping employees’ prosocial and impression management 
motives and behavioral patterns. Research has documented that self-perceptions of being older 
than one’s age or same-aged peers, particularly in the middle- and later adulthood, are associated 
with a myriad of negative outcomes. A recent study on cancer survivors by Boehmer (2007) 
revealed that feeling older than one’s age was negatively associated with perceived general self-
efficacy. In a sample of non-institutionalized English speaking adults aged 25-74 years, 
Westerhof and Barrett (2005) found that feeling older than one’s own age was positively 
associated with negative affect and negatively associated with positive affect and life satisfaction. 
In a study with a sample of works in the health care industry, Barnes-Farrell et al. (2002) found 
that feeling older than one’s age was reliably predictive of high work strains (i.e., physical 
fatigue, mental fatigue, and tension) and off-the-job stressors. The data from Kaliterna et al. 
(2002) showed that feeling older than peers reported by Croatian health care workers was 
indicative of perceptions of greater efforts needed to meet physical demands at work.  
However, perceptions of being older than one’s age or same-aged peers may not always 
be expressive of negativity. It is worth noting that, due to age differences in self-enhancing 
strategies, subjective meanings or affective states lying beneath feeling older or younger than 
one’s actual age or peers may vary with age. As research evidence suggests that a tendency to 
report an older subjective age than one’s age is more prominent for younger adults than older 
adults (Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1989; Rubin & Berntsen, 2006), younger adults’ 
perceptions of being older may be a marker of superiority or maturity, particularly when 
comparison referents are same-aged peers. Montepare (1996a) has found that the older younger 
adults (under the age of 30) feel as opposed to their actual age in social environments, the greater 
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is their self-esteem. Concurrently, the findings from Galambos et al. (2005) showed that young 
adults ages 17 to 29 reporting higher levels of psychosocial maturity tended to embrace an older 
age identity relative to their actual age. The older age identity reflects young adults’ desire to 
relinquish their former youth status and their value of mature behavior characterized by 
autonomy, responsibility and socioemotional competence. Such positive self-perceptions by 
younger adults may bring about positive effects on prosocial or impression management motives, 
or engagement in OCBs. On the contrary, negative psychological states associated with older 
adults’ perceptions to be older than one’s age or peers may hamper the motives for OCBs or 
engagement in OCBs.  
The current study follows the exploratory approach adopted in Cleveland and her 
colleagues’ (Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland et al., 1997) work on subjective age and 
employee outcomes to examine the role of subjective age measures in age-related OCB 
processes. Building on the preceding arguments, the current study proposes:  
Hypothesis 4a: Subjective age measures (identity age, cognitive age, and comparative age) will 
account for the variance in the prediction of OCB beyond that accounted for by chronological 
age. 
 
Hypothesis 4b: Comparative age will moderate the relationships of chronological age with 
prosocial motives, impression management motives, and OCB.  
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CHAPTER III 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
This chapter outlines the quantitative research methods employed to answer the proposed 
research questions in the current study. Specifically, an overview of the research design, sample 
recruitment, data collection methods and procedures, and instrument development is provided. 
Subsequently, this chapter presents the statistical techniques and procedures used to analyze the 
data.  
Research Design 
The current study adopted a cross-sectional survey method to address the research 
questions and hypotheses. A cross-sectional design collects data from a population of interest at 
one point in time, providing a snapshot of the population (Hall, 2008). This type of survey study 
is descriptive in nature and typically used to detect associations between variables (Kalaian, 
2008). Because data is collected at a given point in time, cross-sectional survey studies cannot 
make inferences for causal relationships or intra-individual changes in observed characteristics. 
In contrast, a longitudinal survey design, which entails repeated measurements or observations 
on the same survey participant at several points over a period of time, allows research focuses on 
changes and developmental properties (Kalaian, 2008). Therefore, a longitudinal design has been 
recognized as an ideal approach to ascertain age-related changes in a wide variety of 
physiological and psychosocial experiences (Rhodes, 1983), such as work motives and behavior, 
which reflects the primary focus of the current study. 
In spite of more valid information derived from a longitudinal design pertaining to age-
related changes, this survey design became a less viable approach in the current study for its 
costly expenses and time consuming nature. The cross-sectional design, on the contrary, was a 
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more viable approach for its savings in costs and time. The use of the cross-sectional design also 
resides in the assumption that inter-individual variation may reflect normative intra-individual 
changes in physiological and psychosocial experiences that exert influence on everyone.  
Sample Recruitment 
Given that the current study predefined full-time employees at municipal park and 
recreation agencies in the state of Illinois as the target population, a purposive sampling 
approach guided the current study to identify its potential participants. Since the researcher had 
membership with the Illinois Park and Recreation Association (IPRA) and could access the 
membership directory and members’ email accounts, the IPRA membership directory served as 
an important sampling frame in the current study. As of the day April 6
th
, 2012, when the 
researcher accessed the directory, there were over 2,300 IPRA members. However, in this 
sampling frame, many of them were not employed by municipal park and recreation agencies. 
After screening for work affiliation and eliminating those who had no email information, the 
researcher identified 1712 IPRA members from 195 different city parks and recreation 
departments or municipal park districts.  
Another problem associated with the IPRA membership directory as the sampling frame 
was that using it would exclude many lower-rank and/or manual workers at municipal park and 
recreation agencies. Municipal park and recreation agencies typically consist of three primary 
functional departments in their organizational structure: administration, recreation, and park 
operations. As the contribution and efforts of manual workers are indispensable to the 
effectiveness of a park-operations department and even the entire agency, this particular group of 
full-time staff should not be marginalized in the sample of the current study. As far as IPRA 
membership is concerned, parks staff appeared to be less involved in IPRA than administrative 
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and recreation staff, however. In addition, it was reasonable to surmise that employees holding 
professional or managerial positions were more likely to join IPRA than those in non-
professional or lower-rank positions. In view of the deficiencies of the IPRA membership 
directory, the current study did not merely rely on the directory to recruit potential participants. 
To address such deficiencies, the researcher contacted a number of municipal park and recreation 
agencies to solicit their support and assistance in recruiting their full-time employees.  
Drawing on the database of Illinois Community Recreation Facilities and Park Trends 
Inventory 2010 developed by the Office of Recreation and Park Resources, an extension of the 
Department of Recreation, Sport and Tourism at the University of Illinois, a list of 75 municipal 
park and recreation agencies in the state of Illinois was created. The selected agencies served 
communities of at least 30,000 people and had over two million dollars in their reported 
operating budgets. The underlying assumption for using these two criteria was that the size of 
community population and the amount of operating budgets might be indicative of the size of an 
organization. Larger agencies would be more likely to hire full-time parks staff and/or have more 
entry-level positions.  
The researcher sent emails to the directors or human resource staff of these 75 agencies 
and received approval from 21 agencies for survey distribution, including the Addison Park 
District, Berwyn Park District, Bloomington Park and Recreation Department, Bourbonnais 
Township Park District, Calumet Memorial Park District, Carol Stream Park District, Champaign 
Park District, Crystal Lake Park District, DeKalb Park District, Elk Grove Park District, 
Elmhurst Park District, Glen Ellyn Park District, Gurnee Park District, Lisle Park District, 
Rockford Park District, Rolling Meadows Park District, Round Lake Area Park District, Saint 
Charles Park District, Springfield Park District, Tinley Park Park District, and Waukegan Park 
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District. This list of agencies generated approximately 909 potential participants for the current 
study. Of those agencies, some granted permission for the current study to recruit their 
employees directly through email or mail; others arranged a particular staff member as a 
mediator to distribute surveys.  
To avoid replication of potential participants between this list of agencies and the IPRA 
membership directory, professionals who were affiliated with the 21 recruited agencies were 
removed from the membership directory. This de-selection resulted in a list of 1442 IPRA 
members. Guided by cost savings, the researcher recruited identified IPRA members via email. 
The email addresses of 50 members on this list were found to be outdated and undeliverable. 
Excluding these 50 IPRA members, the final sampling pool of the current study consisted of a 
total of 2301 effective potential participants.  
Data Collection Methods and Procedures 
Comparison of Data Collection Methods 
The four most common approaches to conducting a survey are by mail, on the phone, in 
person, and on the Internet (Gravetter & Forzano, 2003). Each approach has its own strengths 
and weaknesses. Self-administered questionnaires are inexpensive and laborsaving, insofar as 
they are an economic alternative to in-person or phone surveys. Since mail surveys allow the 
respondents to answer questions privately and when convenient (Mangione, 1995), mail surveys 
may encourage more honest responses and yield more reliable outcomes than face-to-face and 
telephone interviews, in which response bias and interview distortion may arise (Dillman, 1978). 
As with mail surveys, those conducted via the Internet have cost savings and privacy advantages.  
With the advent of the Internet, email-based and web-based surveys have become 
tremendously popular (Dillman, 2000; Roberts, 2007; Baruch & Holtom, 2008). The differences 
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between these two approaches reside in how survey questionnaires are delivered and accessed. In 
an email-based survey, the survey instrument is included as an attachment or embedded within 
the email using HTML and JavaScript technologies (K. J. Jansen, Corley, & Jansen, 2007). In a 
web-based survey, the survey instrument resides on a network server and is accessed through a 
web-browser. The benefits and drawbacks of the both approaches have been discussed in the 
literature. Based on a synthesis of relevant literature (Cobanoglu, Warde, & Moreo, 2001; 
Dillman, 2000; Dixon & Turner, 2007; Griffis, Goldsby, & Cooper, 2003; K. J. Jansen et al., 
2007; Roberts, 2007; Sheehan & McMillan, 1999), specifications of email-based, web-based and 
mail surveys are summarized in Table 2. 
One evident benefit of email-based and web-based surveys is a substantial reduction in 
delivery time (Cobanoglu et al., 2001; Dixon & Turner, 2007; K. J. Jansen et al., 2007; Weible & 
Wallace, 1998). Research has documented that email-based and web-based surveys are more 
cost-efficient than traditional mail surveys (Cobanoglu et al., 2001; Griffis et al. 2003; Kaplowitz, 
Hadlock, & Levine, 2004; McDonald & Adam, 2003; Mehta & Sivadas, 1995; Weible & 
Wallace, 1998). The electronic format of survey questionnaires in either approach requires less 
material resources, removing costs associated with the printing and mailing of conventional 
paper-and-pencil surveys (Cobanoglu et al., 2001; Dixon & Turner, 2007; Kaplowitz et al., 2004; 
Thompson, Surface, Martin, & Sanders, 2003). These cost savings allow researchers to achieve 
larger sample sizes (Dixon & Turner, 2007; K. J. Jansen et al., 2007). Electronic surveys also 
offer some unique capabilities for improving the quality of data and reduce response errors 
(Roberts, 2007). For example, in web-based surveys, the order of questions can be randomized to 
reduce question-order effects. Likewise, web-based surveys can be programmed to prompt 
respondents who have overlooked important questions. Since web-based surveys are connected 
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Table 2. Comparison of Mail, Email-Based and Web-Based Surveys 
Criteria Mail Surveys Email-Based Surveys Web-Based Surveys 
Delivery Time 
 
Relatively slow Fast  Fast 
Handling and 
Delivery Costs 
High  
 Human resources 
required for mailing 
preparation 
 Financial costs 
associated with 
material supplies, 
copying, and 
postage 
 
Low Low 
Manual Data Entry 
 
Yes Yes No 
Media Features (e.g., 
visual attractiveness, 
customized delivery 
of items, validation 
check) 
 
Low Requires special 
programming 
Readily available on 
commercial web-
survey services 
Sample Coverage  Accessible to almost 
everyone 
 Can reach a large 
sample with high 
costs 
 Potential for limited 
access 
 Coverage error 
 Can reach a large 
sample with lower 
costs 
 
 
 Potential for limited 
access 
 Coverage error 
 Can reach a large 
sample with lower 
costs 
 
  
 
Confidentiality or 
Anonymity  
Relatively higher 
 Respondents’ 
identity can still be 
tracked 
Relatively lower 
 Direct responses via 
email reveal 
personal identity 
 Work email 
accounts are 
monitored 
 
Relatively higher 
Convenience to 
Respondents 
 Requires 
respondents to mail 
 Easy return 
(embedded 
questionnaires) 
 Less comfort with 
attachment 
processes (attached 
questionnaires) 
 Easy return  
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directly to a database where survey data is stored and coded based on pre-defined coding 
standards, such technical mechanisms eliminate the need for entering data manually and reduce 
the risk of input errors (Dixon & Turner, 2007; K. J. Jansen et al., 2007). As such, laborsaving 
and data quality assurance features are more pronounced benefits in web-based surveys than in 
email-based and paper-and-pencil surveys. 
Researchers have recognized limitations associated with the use of email-based and web-
based surveys. Email-based and web-based surveys are not immune from four sources of 
potential survey errors: sampling error, coverage error, nonresponse error, and measurement 
error (Dillman, 2000). Sampling error reflects the amount of inaccuracy when the sample 
consists of only some portion of the survey population. This source of error is inevitable 
“whenever a sample is used to represesent a larger population” (Weisberg, 2005, p. 326). 
Coverage error arises if some segments of the survey population are not included in the sampling 
frame. For example, if the members of the target population are not all Internet users, using an 
email list or the Internet as the only source of recruitment may omit those who do not have email 
accounts or Internet access (Dillman, 2000; Mehta & Sivadas, 1995; Roberts, 2007). 
Respondents recruited from the Internet-based approach are often unrepresentative of the target 
population, reducing the generalizability of the results (Dixon & Turner, 2007; K. J. Jansen et al., 
2007; Kraut, Olson, Banaji, Bruckman, Cohen, & Couper, 2004; Roster, Rogers, Hozier, Baker, 
& Albaum, 2007; Roberts, 2007; Stanton, 1998). Because the target population in the current 
study is defined as full-time employees in municipal park and recreation agencies, simply using 
the list of email accounts derived from the IPRA membership directory as the sample frame may 
exclude those whose positions or tasks typically differ from the IPRA members and/or who do 
not use the Internet frequently at work. To reduce coverage error, the current study considered 
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the use of individual agencies and paper-based surveys as another source of survey recruitment 
in the current study.  
Nonresponse error occurs when sampled individuals who do not respond to the survey 
have different characteristics from those who do respond (Dillman, 2000). It is noted that, in 
addition to differences between respondents and nonrespondents, a response rate may be 
indicative of nonresponse error (Groves, 2006; Keeter, Miller, Kohut, Groves, & Presser, 2000). 
Researchers have expressed concern over the low response rates generated from email-based or 
web-based surveys (Manfreda, Bosnjak, Berzelak, Haas, & Vehovar, 2008; McDonald & Adam, 
2003; Roberts, 2007; Roster et al., 2007; Sheehan & McMillan, 1999; Weible & Wallace, 1998; 
Wilson & Laskey, 2003).) Lower response rates from email-based and/or web-based survey 
distribution methods opposed to mail surveys have been reported across research settings (e.g., 
Cole, 2005; Huang, 2006; McDonald & Adam, 2003; Roster, et al., 2007; Yetter & Capaccioli, 
2010). Nevertheless, research evidence suggests that traditional mail surveys do not always 
outperform email-based or web-based surveys in terms of response rates (Cobanoglu et al., 2001; 
Dolnicar, Laesser, & Matus, 2009; Griffis et al. 2003). A study specifically investigating the 
response rates in published organizational research suggested that the response rates from 
electronic distribution methods were as high as or higher than the mail method (Baruch & 
Holtom, 2008).  
Compounded with sampling error, coverage error, and/or nonresponse error, self-
selection bias may result in differences between online and mail survey modes in terms of 
recruited respondents’ characteristics. While some studies found no demographic differences 
between the respondents for online and mail surveys (Huang, 2006; Yetter & Capaccioli, 2010), 
other studies detected significant differences (e.g., Bandilla, Bosnjak, & Altdorfer, 2003; 
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Heerwegh & Loosveldt, 2008; Roster, Rogers, Albaum & Klein, 2004; Roster et al., 2007). Such 
differences may reflect constraints rooted in respondents’ (lack of) Internet access and comfort 
level with technology (Kraut et al., 2004). For example, Roster et al. (2007) compared five 
modes of survey methods (i.e., personal interview, telephone interview, mail survey, web-based 
survey, and email-based survey), suggesting that, as opposed to traditional methods, online 
modes of data collection tended to draw respondents who were Asians or Caucasians, more 
educated, and more economically advantaged. However, based on their results, Roster et al. 
concluded that no single method could produce a sample that best represents the population 
being studied.  
Measurement error arises when a respondent’s answer is inaccurate or uninterpretable, 
possibly because of poor question wording, faulty scales, or ill-structured questionnaires 
(Dillman, 2000). Biemer, Groves, Lyberg, Mathiowetz, and Sudman (2004) argued that data 
collection methods can be another source of measurement error. Researchers have raised 
concerns over the use of Internet-based methods in generating different data quality and response 
content from those collected via traditional survey methods (Dillman, 2000; Griffis et al., 2003; 
Huang, 2006; Roberts, 2007; Roster et al., 2004, 2007). As far as data quality is concerned, 
research on item omission or completeness of the survey has yielded mixed results. Some 
research evidence suggests that a higher rate or number of item omissions is more likely to be 
associated with online surveys as opposed to traditional survey methods such as postal and 
telephone surveys (e.g., Cole, 2005; Roster et al., 2004, 2007). In contrast, other studies found no 
significant differences (e.g., McDonald & Adam, 2003) or fewer omissions in data collected via 
Internet-based methods than a mail method (e.g., Dolnicar et al., 2009; Klassen & Jacobs, 2001; 
Schaefer & Dillman, 1998; Stanton, 1998). Some researchers also examined extreme versus 
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acquiescence response styles as an indicator of low data quality when comparing online survey 
methods with traditional methods (e.g, Dolnicar et al., 2009; Heerwegh & Loosveldt, 2008). In 
particular, Dolnicar et al. (2009) found no significant differences between online and mail 
surveys regarding response styles when the questions asked respondents to evaluate their 
personality traits.   
As far as response content is concerned, researchers have considered criteria such as 
mean scores (e.g., Cobanoglu et al., 2001; Cole, 2005; Grandcolas, Rettie, & Marusenko, 2003; 
Roster et al., 2007), internal consistency (e.g., Cole, 2005; Davis, 1999), and measurement 
equivalence (e.g., Beuckelaer & Lievens, 2009; Cole, Bedeian, & Field, 2006; Martins, 2010; 
Stanton, 1998). While different mean scores between web-based and mail surveys have been 
found across research settings (e.g., Cole, 2005; Dolnicar et al., 2009; Grandcolas et al., 2003; 
Roster et al., 2007), research generally suggests that sample bias may be a primary factor 
accounting for the differences in responses (Grandcolas et al., 2003). Accordingly, researchers 
encouraged the use of multiple survey modes in data collection to reduce the effects of sample 
bias generated from a single survey administration mode (Cole, 2005; Roster et al., 2007). 
To ensure that an instrument is stable and the results are comparable and interpretable 
across administration modes, measurement equivalence is required (Beuckelaer & Lievens, 
2009; King & Miles, 1995). Measurement equivalence is established when the underlying factor 
structure of a construct being measured and the size of factor loadings are constant across 
administration modes (King & Miles, 1995). Beuckelaer and Lievens (2009) argued that “[t]he 
establishment of measurement equivalence implies the absence of measurement effects (i.e. 
biases) of collecting survey data” from different administration modes (p. 337).  
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Though some researchers found comparable patterns of internal consistency of scales 
between web-based and mail surveys for evaluations of one’s own emotions (Davis, 1999) and 
for perceptions of the industry forces (Cole, 2005), such comparisons for verifying stability of 
measures were based on subjective judgments rather than statistical tests. To have a more 
accurate assessment of measurement equivalence, researchers have resorted to confirmatory 
factor analysis (Beuckelaer & Lievens, 2009; Cole et al., 2006; King & Miles, 1995; Martins, 
2010; Stanton, 1998). Using two samples of employees, Cole et al. (2006) found that the 
underlying factor structures of measures, including transformational leadership, collective 
efficacy, work-group cohesiveness, and collective goal commitment, were identical across web-
based and paper-based survey modes. Other studies focusing on different attitudinal measures 
with numerous samples of employees across different countries also drew the same conclusion 
over measurement equivalence across survey administration modes (e.g., Beuckelaer & Lievens, 
2009; Martins, 2010; Stanton, 1998). These results echoed the finding from King and Miles’s 
(1995) quasi-experimental study, which suggested that, for non-cognitive tests, such as 
attitudinal or personality measures, administration modes (i.e. paper-and-pencil and 
computerized versions) had no effect on measurement equivalence. This stream of research 
implies that, if non-cognitive measures are of interest, a mixed-mode survey strategy, which rests 
upon survey distribution via the Internet in tandem with traditional survey approaches, may not 
necessarily bring about the concern regarding measurement equivalence. 
Mixed-mode designs have been increasingly used to secure a greater coverage of the 
target population, boost response rates, and/or improve timeliness (Dillman, 2000; Dillman, 
Smyth, & Christian, 2009; Cobanoglu et al., 2001; Roster et al., 2007). For example, considering 
issues related to Internet access and people’s comfort level with technology, the mail method 
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may reduce the survey error of merely using the Internet to collect data. Dillman et al. (2009) 
defined four major types of mixed-mode surveys that are not limited to the combination of 
electronic and mail formats. The first type of design strategies employs one mode to contact 
respondents and another mode to encourage but not directly collect responses. The second type 
of mixed-mode survey is where different survey modes are used to collect responses to different 
segments of questions from the same respondents. The third type offers multiple modes of data 
collection to respondents based on their demographic characteristics, or in a sequential order 
versus in a simultaneous fashion. The last type is typically observed in longitudinal studies, 
involving the use of a different survey mode to collect data from the same respondents in a later 
data collection period. Therefore, in some mixed-mode strategies, respondents are allowed to 
switch response methods and complete their surveys based on their mode preferences (Dillman 
et al., 2010; Griffis et al., 2003; Shih & Fan, 2007).  
Research has documented the influence of specific Web-mail mixed-mode designs on 
response rates. For example, Kaplowtiz et al. (2004) found that an advance mail notification 
followed by an email with a hyperlink to a web version of the survey questionnaire was as 
effective as a conventional mailing approach involving four contacts, and outperformed a web-
based survey with a follow-up mail notification. According to a meta-analytical study conducted 
by Shih and Fan (2007), delivery order of survey modes and delivery formats appeared to show 
effects on the weighted response rates. Specifically, they compared three commonly used 
strategies in relation to delivery formats and found that the lowest weighted response rates were 
generated from the strategy where all notifications were delivered by mail, as opposed to the 
strategies in which the modes of notifications were consistent with the modes of data collection 
or all notifications were sent by email. Their post hoc explanation for this particular finding was 
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that, while a single delivery format of mail invitations required potential respondents to type in 
the URL for the web survey, this inconvenience might hinder their motivation for survey 
participation. Their results for delivery order of survey modes suggested that the strategy 
characterized by mode options given simultaneously produced poorer weighted response rates 
than the ones with a feature of a different survey mode used as a reminder.  
Procedures 
To attain a greater coverage of full-time employees from municipal park and recreation 
agencies in a timely fashion and with reasonable costs, a mixed-mode strategy was used to 
collect data in the current study. More specifically, web-based surveys were employed in 
conjunction with paper-based surveys to solicit participation of the identified IPRA members and 
full-time employees at the agreed municipal park and recreation agencies. In addition to a paper-
based version of the survey questionnaire (see Appendix C), a web version was created on 
surveygizmo, a commercial web survey site, and had the same order of questions and equivalent 
content as the paper-based version.  
The design of mixed-mode surveys in the current study involved the use of alternative 
modes in a simultaneous or sequential manner, or the use of different delivery formats based on 
potential respondents’ background and information availability. The limitations associated with 
the availability of respondents’ information as well as financial support for the study constrained 
the current study’s extensive use of an alternative survey mode as a follow-up reminder 
recommended from preceding work (Kaplowtiz et al., 2004; Shih & Fan, 2007). This tactic was 
adopted to recruit participation of only a small number of targeted respondents. With this tactic, 
mail invitations were used as the first contact, and follow-up reminders resorted to an email note. 
Because research has shown demographic differences in individuals’ mode preferences, such as 
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age and education level (McDonald & Adam, 2003; Roster et al., 2007), the option for the 
alternative mode of completing and returning survey responses was offered in either contact 
mode. Specifically, an URL for the web survey was provided in the mail invitation, which also 
contained a hard copy of the survey questionnaire. The email invitation included a hyperlink to 
the web survey and another link to download the survey questionnaire in a PDF format. 
Three methods of initial contact were used: assistance of agency contacts, email and mail. 
It is suggested that support from organizational leaders might be critical to effectiveness of 
organizational research in terms of response rates (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). In view of this, the 
current study sought support and assistance from leaders or managers of selected agencies to 
recruit potential respondents. Based on the agreed processes, the researcher delivered survey 
packets to some of the agency contacts who requested hard copies of survey questionnaires and 
sent those who favored web surveys an email message containing a link to the web survey and an 
attachment of the survey questionnaire in an electronic format. The agency contacts either 
distributed the survey packets or forwarded the hyperlink to the web survey along with the 
questionnaire attachment to their full-time employees.  
A survey packet included a cover letter (consent information) with a Post-it note, a 
questionnaire, and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. According to Garner (2005), a 
Post-it note with a handwritten request affixed to the cover page of the survey questionnaire 
would lead to a higher response rate. Moreover, in his study, affixed notes with a personalized 
touch (i.e., recipient names and researcher initials) were even more effective in boosting 
response rates for a lengthy survey as opposed to notes merely with a standard request. The 
current study adopted this practice when preparing survey packets. When recipients’ names were 
available, a personalized greeting line with each recipient’s name, a message “Please take a few 
102

minutes to complete this for us,”  and a signature of the researcher’s initials were included on a 
Post-it note. When recipients’ names were not available, a less personalized greeting line (e.g., 
Dear Elmhurst Park District Employee) was used instead and the other two components were 
retained. Each Post-it note was placed on each cover letter. The hyperlink to the web-based 
survey (http://edu.surveygizmo.com/s3/844300/park-recemployee) was also provided on the 
cover letter as an alternative option. Participants were instructed to return their completed 
questionnaire directly to the researcher or enter the web-based survey.  
A number of the agencies did not assign a staff member to work with the researcher in 
the data collection procedure. The information from their accessible staff directory allowed the 
researcher to directly contact employees. In view of the higher cost associated with mail surveys 
(Cobanoglu et al., 2001; Dillman, 2000; Dillman et al., 2010 Griffis et al. 2003; McDonald & 
Adam, 2003) and limited funds for the current study, the researcher sent either survey packets or 
email messages to recruit potential participants from these agencies, depending on the 
availability of employees’ work email accounts and/or the nature of their tasks. The researcher 
mailed survey packets to employees who either had no work email accounts or served as 
parks/maintenance staff characterized by non-sedentary tasks. On the other hand, an invitation 
email with a personalized greeting line was sent to those whose work email accounts were 
available to the researcher. To maintain participation in the paper-based survey as an alternative 
option for this group of employees, the email message not only showed them the link to the web 
survey, but also presented another link that would prompt an electronic file of the questionnaire 
(https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/huang24/shared/Park and Recreation Employee Survey.pdf). The same 
email message was sent to the selected IPRA members as the initial recruitment. As far as the 
initial contact is concerned, a total of 358 survey packets were delivered or mailed to full-time 
103

employees at some of the agreed agencies, while email invitations were directly or indirectly sent 
to a total of approximately 1943 full-time employees at municipal park and recreation agencies 
in the state of Illinois.  
A follow-up procedure was adopted to increase response rates. About a week after the 
initial contact, the researcher sent a follow-up reminder to the agency contacts, who then 
forwarded the message to other full-time staff via their internal communication system. When an 
agency contact was not assigned, the employees received a personalized follow-up message 
directly from the researcher. A follow-up postcard reminder was delivered to those whose email 
information was not available, while an email reminder was sent to those who email information 
was readily available and to the selected IPRA members. This follow-up note delivered a 
message of thanks to those who have already responded and a courteous reminder to those who 
have not yet returned the questionnaire. Due to the limited space, the postcard reminder provided 
only the link to the web-based survey. In each email reminder, a link that would lead to an 
electronic questionnaire in a PDF format was also presented. Table 3 presents details for specific 
data collection procedures for each recruited agency. 
A prize drawing was offered as an incentive to encourage participation in this survey 
study. Respondents were informed that to be eligible for the prize drawing, they must complete 
the survey and fill out their contact information. They were assured that their contact information 
would only be used for the delivery of the prize and their personal identity would not be 
associated with their responses in any reports. Five winners were randomly selected from those 
eligible respondents and each of them was awarded a $25 gift card. 
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Table 3. Data Collection Procedures for Individual Agencies 
Agency Initial Contact Follow-Up Procedure 
Number of 
Potential 
Participants 
Addison Park 
District 
 
The researcher delivered personalized 
survey packets to department heads at a 
weekly meeting and they distributed to 
their employees. 
 The researcher mailed 9 postcards to 
those who did not have email 
accounts 
 The researcher sent personalized 
reminders to 19 employees who had 
email accounts via email. 
 
28 
Berwyn Park 
District 
 
The researcher delivered 10 personalized 
survey packets to Director, who then 
distributed those survey packets to the full-
time employees. 
 
The researcher sent follow-up reminders 
via email. 
10 
Bloomington 
Parks and 
Recreation  
The researcher delivered 64 personalized 
survey packets to Director, who then 
distributed those survey packets to the full-
time employees. 
 
Director forwarded a follow-up reminder 
to the full-time employees via internal 
communication. 
64 
Bourbonnais 
Township Park 
District 
 
Executive Director served as a mediator by 
forwarding the recruiting email message to 
the full-time employees.  
 
Executive Director forwarded a reminder 
to the full-time employees via email. 
10 
Calumet 
Memorial Park 
District 
 
 The researcher sent survey invitations 
to 12 full-time employees via email. 
 The researcher mailed 5 semi-
personalized survey packets to 
Director, who then distributed survey 
packets to maintenance staff. 
 
 The researcher sent a follow-up 
reminder via email. 
 Director helped reminding the 
maintenance staff of the survey. 
17 
Carol Stream 
Park District 
An HR staff served as a mediator by 
forwarding the recruiting email message to 
the full-time employees. 
 
The HR staff sent a reminder to each full-
time employee via email. 
22 
Champaign Park 
District 
 
 The researcher sent personalized 
survey packets to 23 Operations 
employees.  
 The researcher sent personalized 
invitations to Administration, 
Marketing, and Recreation employees 
via email. 
 
The researcher sent a personalized 
follow-up reminder to each full-time 
employees via email. 
70 
Crystal Lake Park 
District 
The researcher sent 29 full-time employees 
a personalized invitation via email.  
The researcher sent a personalized 
follow-up reminder to each of these 29 
full-time employees via email. 
 
29 
DeKalb Park 
District 
Executive Director served as a mediator by 
forwarding the recruiting email message to 
the full-time employees. 
 
The researcher sent a personalized 
follow-up reminder to each of the 15 full-
time employees via email 
15 
Elk Grove Park 
District 
The researcher sent personalized 
invitations to a list of 37 full-time 
employees provided by Executive Director 
via email.  
 
The researcher sent a personalized 
follow-up reminder to each of the 37 full-
time staff via email. 
37 
Elmhurst Park 
District 
 
The researcher delivered 70 semi-
personalized survey packets to an HR staff, 
who then distributed the survey packets to 
the full-time employees. 
The HR staff forwarded a reminder to the 
full-time employees via internal 
communication. 
70 
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Table 3. (continued)   
Agency Initial Contact Follow-Up Procedure 
Number of 
Potential 
Participants 
Glen Ellyn Park 
District 
 
 The researcher sent personalized 
survey packets to 9 
operations/maintenance workers.  
 The researcher sent 22 employees a 
personalized invitation via email. 
 
 The researcher mailed 9 follow-up 
reminder postcards to 
operations/maintenance workers. 
 The researcher sent the remaining 22 
employees a follow-up reminder via 
email. 
 
31 
Gurnee Park 
District 
 
Public Relations Manager served as a 
mediator by forwarding the recruiting 
email message to the full-time employees. 
 
Public Relations Manager sent a reminder 
to each of the full-time employees. 
49 
Lisle Park 
District 
 
The researcher delivered 35 personalized 
survey packets to HR manager, who then 
distributed the survey packets to the full-
time employees. 
 
HR Manager sent a follow-up reminder to 
each of the full-time employees. 
35 
Rockford Park 
District 
 
The researcher sent an invitation to all the 
full-time employees via email.  
 
The researcher sent a follow-up reminder 
to all the full-time employees via email. 
175 
Rolling Meadows 
Park District 
 
 The researcher sent personalized 
invitations to 23 full-time employees 
who had work email accounts via 
email. 
 The researcher sent personalized 
survey packets to 18 employees who 
did not have work email accounts. 
 
 The researcher sent those 23 
employees a follow-up reminder via 
email. 
 The researcher mailed 18 follow-up 
reminder postcards to those who did 
not have email accounts. 
 
41 
Round Lake Area 
Park District 
The researcher sent personalized 
invitations to 28 full-time employees via 
email.  
 
The researcher sent a follow-up reminder 
to each of the 28 full-time employees via 
email. 
28 
Saint Charles 
Park District 
The researcher sent personalized 
invitations to a list of 20 full-time 
employees recruited by Executive Director 
via email. 
 
The researcher sent a follow-up reminder 
to each of the 20 employees via email. 
20 
Springfield Park 
District 
 
The researcher delivered 96 semi-
personalized survey packets to an HR staff, 
who then distributed the survey packets to 
the full-time employees. 
 
The HR staff forwarded the follow-up 
message to the department heads, who 
then reminded their staff of the survey. 
96 
Tinley Park Park 
District 
Executive Director served as a mediator by 
forwarding the recruiting email message to 
the full-time employees. 
 
Executive Director forwarded the follow-
up reminder to each of the full-time 
employees. 
15 
Waukegan Park 
District 
 
Executive Director served as a mediator by 
forwarding the recruiting email message to 
47 full-time employees. 
Executive Director forwarded the follow-
up message to the full-time employees. 
47 
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The efforts of initial contacts and follow-up reminders, along with a raffle as an incentive, 
yielded 138 returned questionnaires by mail, 485 completed online responses, and 105 partial 
online participations. Of these 138 returned questionnaires, three did not come from survey 
packets delivered by the researcher. Rather, they were printed out by the respondents from the 
downloaded electronic questionnaires. A completed online response from the web survey site 
(surveygizmo) means that the respondent reached the end of the online survey. Since all the 
survey items were not required, a completed online response does not mean that the respondent 
answered all the items. Partial responses indicate that the respondents might have withdrawn 
during the survey participation. The researcher recognized that the partially completed online 
responses might still provide data of interest. Accordingly, partially completed online responses 
were not immediately dropped.  
There were 138 responses returned by mail, 486 completed online responses and 105 
partially completed online responses. While some participation in the online survey might have 
been solicited from printed survey information by mail, the preliminary response rate generated 
by mail recruitment was at least 37.7%. Without considering partially completed online 
responses, mail survey outperformed recruitment by emailing the link to the web survey in terms 
of the response rates. The latter approach arrived at a response rate that was possibly somewhat 
lower than 25%.  
Since the prime interest of the current study revolves around employee chronological age, 
missing data on this item could not afford further statistical analyses required for answering the 
proposed research questions. This piece of information served as a screening criterion that 
determined whether the survey response was usable. None of the 105 partially completed online 
responses provided any demographic information. Based on out screening criterion, these 105 
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partially completed online responses were not considered to be usable. Of the remaining 624 
responses, seventeen respondents who missed the item for chronological age were also excluded 
from the final dataset. This led to a total of 607 usable responses (mail: 132; online: 475) and a 
final response rate of 26.4% (607 out of 2301).  
Instrumentation 
The primary variables corresponding to the proposed hypotheses in this study include: (1) 
chronological age, (2) subjective age measures (i.e., comparative age, cognitive age, and identity 
age), (3) impression management motives, (4) prosocial motives, and (5) OCBs. The existing 
measures developed for these variables in preceding work were employed and modified for the 
instrument development of the current study. Table 4 lists the variables considered in the current 
study and their instrumentation information (i.e., number of items, scale source, internal 
consistency). The current study utilized self-reports to collect employee data. To address 
potential order effects, survey questionnaires began with questions about OCB, followed by 
questions regarding OCB motives. The subsequent section focused on role definitions. Age-
related questions (i.e., comparative age, cognitive age, and identity age) were asked before the 
last section on respondents’ demographic information. The survey questionnaires in both paper-
based and web-based formats consisted of measures of comparative age, cognitive age, identity 
age, OCB, prosocial motives, impression management motives, role definitions, and 
demographic information. 
Self-ratings of OCB in the current study appeared to be a departure from the conventional 
practices adopted in the majority of previous work on OCB. Researchers noted that self-report 
data collected from the same source is likely to introduce artifactual covariance between 
predictor and criterion variables (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 
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Podsakoff, 2003). For instance, respondents may be inclined to maintain consistency in 
answering questions or respond in a socially desirable manner rather than expressing their true 
feelings (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; P. M. Podsakoff et al., 2003). Consistency motifs, social 
desirability tendencies, or transient mood states may lead to inflation or instability of correlations 
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Organ & Ryan, 1995). To overcome common method variance or 
bias, researchers conventionally relied on supervisor ratings of employee OCB with an 
assumption that supervisors are more likely to make indiscriminate assessments (Bolino et al., 
2006; Organ et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2000; Vandenberg, Lance, & Taylor, 2005).  
Table 4. List of Variables  
Variable N of Items Scale Source Internal Consistency 
Reliability 
OCB 20 Niehoff & Moorman 
(1993; modified based 
on Podsakoff et al., 
1990) 
Altruism: .81 
Courtesy: .87 
Sportsmanship: .89 
Conscientiousness: .81 
Civic Virtue: .73 
 
Prosocial Motives 4 Grant (2008) .90-.94 (Grant, 2008; 
Grant & Mayer, 2009) 
 
Impression Management 
Motives 
10 Rioux & Penner 
(2001) 
.89 (Rioux & Penner, 
2001) 
 
OCB Role Definitions 20 Tepper et al. (2001) .69-.80 (Tepper et al., 
2001)
a 
 
Comparative Age – Other 
Referent 
5 Kastenbaum et al. 
(1972) 
 
N/A 
Cognitive Age 4 Barak & Schiffman 
(1981); Barak (1987) 
 
.91 (Barak, 1987) 
Identity Age 1 Barak (1987) 
 
N/A 
Demographic Information 10   
a. Tepper et al. (2001) used a different OCB scale: interpersonal helping (α =.69), individual 
initiative (α =.80), personal industry (α =.70), loyal boosterism (α =.76) 
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The current study used self-reported ratings of OCB for the following reasons. First, as 
some preceding work argued (e.g., Turnipseed, 2002), an individual would have the greatest 
knowledge of the extent to which he/she engaged in OCBs specified in the questionnaire. 
Although other raters (e.g., supervisor, coworker) could have information about a given actor’s 
OCB, they might interpret and assess OCB differently by placing more weight on certain 
behaviors over others (Turnipseed, 2002). Vandenberg et al. (2005) found that the conceptual 
frame of reference employed in self-rating to interpret OCB items was most in tune with the 
hypothesized latent OCB structure, in comparison to supervisor or subordinate ratings. Second, 
research evidence has shown that supervisor ratings may not be as accurate or reliable as 
suggested by OCB theorists (Allen, Barnard, Rush, & Russell, 2000; Bolino et al., 2006). 
Supervisor evaluation may be subjected to the norm of reciprocity (Turnipseed, 2002) or biased 
by their attributions (Bolino et al., 2006). Vandenberg et al. (2005, p. 111) argued that, because 
“the rating of OCB is governed by many of the same cognitive processing mechanisms 
underlying the appraisal of non-OCB performance dimensions,” evaluations on OCB are likely 
to introduce similar biases as observed in traditional performance ratings. In municipal park and 
recreation agencies, many employees’ work activities are not limited to one particular location 
and their direct supervisors sometimes do not even work within the same facility. Thus, 
supervisors in municipal park and recreation agencies may have merely sporadic observations of 
their subordinate’s OCB, which may not afford accurate assessments (cf. Turnipseed, 2002). 
Though self-evaluations of OCB were by no means an ideal option, they might provide a better 
assessment of OCB than supervisor ratings. Third, despite methodological soundness of the use 
of multiple sources suggested by scholars (Allen et al., 2000; Bolino et al., 2006; Organ et al., 
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2006), multiple sources might not be realistic for a study with limited funds, such as the current 
study. 
Subjective Age Measures 
Comparative Age 
A number of subjective age measures requiring comparative ratings have been used in the 
literature. A typical single-item comparative age scale asks respondents to indicate the extent to 
which they feel younger, older or same age as opposed to their actual age (e.g., Montepare, 1991; 
Rubin & Berntsen, 2006) or their same-aged peers (Kaliterna et al., 2002). The pioneering multi-
item comparative age scale was Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) five-item measure, in which the 
items respectively correspond to feel age, look age, interest and activity age, age perceptions by 
unfamiliar others, and age perceptions by familiar others. The rating scale in this measure 
essentially rests upon other-referent comparisons. Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) measure has been 
adopted and modified in the later empirical work (e.g., Galambos et al., 2005; Heckhausen & 
Krueger, 1993), rendering a foundation for Montepare’s (1996a) psychological, physical and 
social age scales. In contrast to Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) measure, Montepare (1996a) included 
a number of self-referent items in her age scales.  
Hubley recently developed a Subjective Age Identity Scale characterized by self-referent 
ratings and simply worded items (Hubley & Russell, 2009). However, due to the simplicity in 
phrasings, the meanings of certain items in Hubley’s scale might be unclear to respondents (e.g., 
“socially, I feel…”). Without directly testing Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) five-item comparative 
age scale, Teuscher (2009) modified the four dimensions in Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) personal 
age scale (i.e., feel age, do age, interest age, and look age) in measuring comparative age with 
same-aged peers as referent targets. She proved the utility of those four items in capturing 
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subjective age identity in a parsimonious fashion. The four items in her study demonstrated 
acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = .74). While Montepare’s (1996a) 
psychological, physical and social age scales contained 16 items altogether, Teuscher’s (2009) 
work implied that a lengthy scale might not be necessary for measuring subjective age.  
Due to its economic advantage, Kastenbaum et al.’s (1972) measure consisting of five 
other-referent items was employed in the current study. The average score of the five items 
indexed employees’ comparative age. For four of the five items, employees were asked to rate on 
a scale ranging from 1 (a lot younger than most people my age) to 5 (a lot older than most people 
my age). These four items are “Most of the time I feel…”; “Most of the time I look…”; “People 
who know me casually regard me as…”; and “People who know me very well regard me as…”. 
The item of interest and activity age (My interests and activities are most like those who are…) 
was presented with five response options, ranging from 1 (a lot younger than my age) to 5 (a lot 
older than my age).  
Cognitive Age 
 Barak’s (1987) four-item cognitive age scale was adopted and modified to measure 
employees’ subjective assessment of their own age. Employees were requested to indicate the 
age group to which they belong in terms of feel age, look age, do age, and interest age. Support 
for the internal consistency of this multi-item scale has been established across different research 
contexts (e.g., Barak, 1987; Barak et al., 2001; Van Auken & Barry, 1995; Van Auken, Barry, & 
Anderson, 1993; Wilkes, 1992).The age groups specified in the original Barak’s scale (preteens, 
teens, 20s, 30s, 40s, 50s, 60s, 70s, 80s), however, may not be appropriate for the workforce in 
organizations. Cleveland et al. (1997) and Shore et al. (2003) created five arbitrary age groups 
(1=16-25, 2=26-35, 3=36-45, 4=46-55, 5=56-75) when using the items of cognitive age scale in 
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measuring subjective age. It is expected that normal retirement age might set up a milestone in 
many individuals’ life and serve as a point of reference to define the boundary of age groups. By 
separating the last age group in Cleveland et al. (1997) and Shore et al. (2003) into two distinct 
age groups, the current study therefore required employees to select the age group with which 
they would identify most from six age groups (16-25, 26-35, 36-45, 46-55, 56-65, 66 and older). 
Each employee’s cognitive age was computed by averaging scores of four dimensions.  
Identity Age  
Subjective age was also measured with Barak’s (1987) single-item identity age scale. To 
ensure that respondents were able to differentiate the meanings of age descriptors used in the 
scale, the age descriptor “elderly” in the original scale was changed to “old.” The item asked 
employees to describe themselves as “very young,” “young,” “middle aged,” “old,” or “very old” 
(coded as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively). The items for subjective age measures, including 
comparative age, cognitive age, and identity age are listed in Appendix A. 
OCB Motives 
 Impression management motives for OCBs were assessed with the ten-item scale 
developed by Rioux and Penner (2001), which includes items such as “To avoid looking bad in 
front of others” and “To look like I am busy.” Preceding work (Grant & Mayer, 2009; Rioux & 
Penner, 2001) using this impression management motive scale has reported a satisfactory 
coefficient of reliability. Prosocial motives for OCBs were measured with the four-item scale 
developed by Grant (2008), which includes items such as “Because it is important to me to do 
good for others through my work” and “Because I want to have positive impact on others.” The 
Cronbach’s alphas for this prosocial motive scale were .90 in Grant (2008) and .94 in Grant and 
Mayer (2009). Following the procedure in earlier work (Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Grant & 
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Mayer, 2009; Rioux & Penner, 2001), the motive scales in the current study began with a brief 
description of OCBs in lay terms and examples of five OCB domains (i.e., altruism, 
conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue). Employees then were asked to rate 
on a 7-point scale how relevant each of the motives was to their decisions to perform OCBs (1 = 
not at all relevant, 7 = very much relevant). The items for prosocial motive and impression 
management motive scales are listed in Appendix B. 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
In view of different OCB scales used in the literature, the selection criteria for the OCB 
scale in the current study included its psychometric properties, consistency with Organ’s (1988) 
taxonomy (i.e., altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue), 
appropriateness for evaluations of role definitions, and economic advantage in terms of the 
length of the scale. The current study adopted and modified the 20-item OCB scale used in 
Niehoff and Moorman (1993). This scale was adapted from the measure originally developed 
and validated by Podsakoff et al. (1990). Podsakoff et al.’s OCB scale tapped into the five 
domains of Organ’s (1988) OCB model and has been widely used, sometimes with slight 
modifications, in the literature (e.g., Bell & Menguc, 2002; Goodwin, Wofford, & Whittington, 
2001; Joireman et al., 2006; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Lam et al., 1999; Pillai, Schriesheim, & 
Williams, 1999; Rioux & Penner, 2001; Tepper & Taylor, 2003;  Turnipseed & Wilson, 2009; 
Wang, Howell, Hinrichs, & Prieto, 2011; Zellars et al., 2002). However, some items in 
Podsakoff et al.’s original scale are not descriptive of behavior (e.g., “is one of my most 
conscientious employees”). While many scholars have considered role definitions in their 
research on citizenship-like behaviors, those items might be inappropriate for employees to 
assess OCB role definitions (i.e., the extent to which they perceive OCBs specified in the items 
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as part of their jobs). It appears that modification was required for measuring OCB role 
definitions when researchers employed Podsakoff et al.’s scale (e.g., Lam et al., 1999; Morrison, 
1994; Zellars et al., 2002). Since the items in Niehoff and Moorman’s (1993) slightly modified 
version of the scale, as opposed to Podsakoff et al.’s original scale, seemingly required fewer 
changes for assessing role definitions, the current study did not directly use Podsakoff et al.’s 
original scale.  
In Niehoff and Moorman’s (1993) modified version, each of the five dimensions includes 
four items describing specific behavior pertaining to aspects of each dimension. Based on the 
work by Morrison (1994), one minor change was made to the item “is always punctual” under 
the Conscientiousness domain. The current study applied the change she made (“is punctual 
every day, regardless of weather, traffic, etc.) so that this item could be more precise and better 
capture the spirit of the OCB definition (Morrison, 1994). Minor changes were also made to the 
items: “never takes long lunches or breaks,” “always focuses on what’s wrong with his/her 
situations, rather than the positive side,” and “constantly talks about wanting to quit his/her job.” 
To soften the wording and prevent highly skewed responses, the word “never” was replaced by 
“do not” and the words “always” and “constantly” were removed from the items. Specifically, 
the statement “I never take long lunches or breaks” was changed to “I do not take long lunches or 
breaks;” the statement “I always focus on what’s wrong with my situation, rather than the 
positive side” was changed to “I focus on what’s wrong with my situation, rather than the 
positive side;” the statement “I constantly talk about wanting to quit my job” was changed to “I 
talk about wanting to quit my job.” The OCB scale used a 7-point response format (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The items for the OCB scale are listed in Appendix C.  
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Control Variables 
OCB Role Definitions 
 The current study adopted the practice in Grant and Mayer (2009) of including OCB role 
definitions as a control variable when assessing the relationships of prosocial and impression 
management motives with OCBs. This variable also enabled the current study to evaluate the 
discretionary nature of OCBs perceived by municipal park and recreation employees. Given that 
age could be a predictor of OCB role definitions (Li & Wan, 2007), this variable was not treated 
as a control variable in the primary analysis of hypothesis testing.  
The current study used Tepper et al.’s (2001) method to measure the extent to which 
employees would perceive each of the 20 OCB items as in-role or extra-role behaviors on a 
seven-point semantic differential scale (1 = definitely part of my job, 7 = definitely exceeds my 
job requirements). Definitional statements as to part of job requirements versus beyond job 
requirements were provided to respondents. They were phrased as follows: "Behaviors that are 
part of your job are those that you may be rewarded for doing or punished for not doing," and 
"behaviors that exceed your job requirements are those that you don't have to do—you wouldn't 
be rewarded for doing them, nor would you be punished if you didn't do them" (Tepper et al., 
2001, p. 791). Higher scores would index perceptions of the behavior described in each item as 
extra-role behavior; lower scores would indicate perceptions of the behavior as in-role behavior.  
 In measuring OCB role definitions, the current study followed Morrison’s (1994) 
procedure, making minor changes on some items from the measure of OCB. The items under the 
Sportsmanship domain in the measure were reverse-coded, that is, they described undesirable 
behaviors. Because it did not make sense to ask the extent to which counterproductive work 
behaviors were part of job responsibilities, those reverse-coded items were re-worded to reflect 
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desirable behaviors. Specifically, based on Morrison’s work, this study changed “consuming a 
lot of time complaining about trivial matters” to “not complaining about trivial matters;” “always 
focusing on what’s wrong with my situations, rather than the positive side” to “always focusing 
on the positive side of my situations, rather than what’s wrong;” “constantly talking about 
wanting to quit my job” to “not talking about wanting to quit my job;” “tends to make mountains 
out of molehills” to “not blowing problems out of proportion.”  
Demographic Information  
Employees were asked, in addition to chronological age, to provide demographic data 
such as sex, race, educational level, functional areas, organizational tenure, job tenure, tenure in 
profession, position level, and organizational size.  
Data Analyses 
 
The data collected from the survey were analyzed in several phases. Preliminary analyses 
on the data and instruments were performed prior to hypothesis testing. First, demographic 
information of the sample was presented with descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics were 
computed on scale items to identify issues related to missing values or problematic distribution. 
Subsequently, the psychometric structure, discriminatory validity, and internal reliability of 
multi-item scales were assessed. More specifically, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 
conducted in the LISREL 8.8 program (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) to confirm the factor 
structure of OCB, comparative age, and cognitive age as well as to detect the degree to which 
two theoretical motive constructs – prosocial and impression management motives – prove to be 
empirically distinct.  
Before conducting CFAs, the current study checked whether the data meet the key 
assumptions of normal theory maximum likelihood (ML) estimation, which is a standard method 
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for estimating model parameters in CFA and structural equation models (Brown, 2006; Curran, 
West, & Finch, 1996; Kline, 2005). This estimation method requires a large sample, data 
measured on continuous or interval scales, and a multivariate normal distribution of the data 
(Brown, 2006). Research has shown that using ML estimation on ordinal data is likely to produce 
inaccurate test statistics and parameter estimates, especially when there are a small number of 
response categories (Brown, 2006; Mindrila, 2010). It is recognized that not all of the measures 
in the current study were using either Likert-type or bipolar semantic differential responses, both 
of which have been conventionally treated as interval data in empirical research. As cognitive 
age was measured at an ordinal level by asking respondents to identify with one out of six age 
groups rather than a specific age number that could best describe them, the great number of 
response categories in this scale allowed us to treat it as continuous or interval data. According to 
Johnson and Creech (1983), an ML estimation procedure with five or more ordinal categories 
that were designed to categorize continuous data might not lead to seriously biased estimates in 
structural equation models when the sample size was 500. Therefore, the data of those five scales 
in the current study were treated as if they were measured on an interval scale. 
The current study then evaluated multivariate normality on the items of the scales using 
Mardia’s multivariate tests of skewness and kurtosis (Mardia, 1970) as well as his omnibus test 
(Mardia & Foster, 1983). Multivariate normality occurs when “all the univariate distributions are 
normal, the joint distribution of any pair of the variables is bivariate normal, and all bivariate 
scatterplots are linear and homoscedastic” (Kline, 2005, pp. 48-49). If the data violates 
multivariate normality, the standard errors estimated in ML may be deflated and the χ2 value of 
overall model fit tends to be inflated (Brown, 2006; Kline, 2005). While the biased standard 
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errors may result in incorrect significance tests and inflated Type I error, the ill-behaved χ2 may 
lead to rejection of true models in goodness-of-fit tests.  
To assess the factor structure of the OCB scale, the current study evaluated different 
structural specifications of the OCB scale and compared the fit of the five-factor model to 
alternative factor structures. Some studies treated the OCB scale as unidimensional by directly 
computing composite OCB scores (e.g., Deckop, Mangel, & Cirka, 1999; Pillai et al., 1999), 
whereas other empirical work endorsed the five-factor structure of Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) OCB 
measure using CFA (e.g., Bell & Menguc, 2002; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Moorman et al., 
1993; Lam et al., 1999; Wang et al., 2011). The five-factor structure has guided studies to treat 
the five OCB dimensions as either separate variables in regression models (e.g., Deluga, 1995; 
Joireman et al., 2006; Schnake et al., 1993; Turnipseed & Wilson, 2009; Wang et al., 2011) or as 
manifest indicators of the latent OCB construct in structural equation modeling (e.g., Niehoff & 
Moorman, 1993; Moorman et al., 1993). Some research went beyond the focus on first-order 
factors and suggested that OCB dimensions should be construed as imperfect indicators of a 
second-order factor OCB (Hoffman, Blair, Meriac, & Woehr, 2007; LePine et al., 2002; Tepper, 
Duffy, Hoobler, & Ensley, 2004; Tepper & Taylor, 2003). Accordingly, the current study 
performed CFAs to assess whether a five-factor model would fit the data significantly better than 
a one-factor model or a second-order-factor model. In view of Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 
two-factor conceptualization of OCB (OCBI and OCBO), the current study also included the 
assessment of a two-factor model.  
In the one-factor model, all 20 items loaded on a common factor; in the two-factor model, 
the items of altruism and courtesy served as manifest indicators of OCBI and the items of 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue served as manifest indicators of OCBO; in the 
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five-factor model, items designed to measure altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, 
courtesy and civic virtue loaded on the respective factor; in the second-order-factor model, OCB 
was defined as a second-order factor that accounted for the correlations among the five factors.  
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to discern whether respondents in the study could 
discriminate between prosocial and impression management motives. In doing so, the current 
study compared a two-factor model wherein the items loaded on the factors they were supposed 
to measure versus a one-factor model wherein the items of prosocial and impression 
management motives collapsed on one factor. The unidimensionality of the comparative age and 
cognitive age scales was examined. The adequacy of the fit of a one-factor measurement model 
was assessed for both the comparative age and cognitive age scales.  
Model comparisons typically rely on a χ2 difference test in a standard ML estimation 
procedure. Rather than using the standard ML, the current study employed a robust ML 
estimation (Satorra & Bentler, 1994), which has been recommended as an alternative, stable 
method for non-normal, continuous data (Brown, 2006). As such, Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 
difference tests (Satorra & Bentler, 2001, 2010; Bryant & Satorra, in press) were implemented 
for comparing measurement models. Some researchers argued that, given that χ2 difference tests 
are sensitive to sample size, fit indices may be an appropriate strategy for model comparisons 
(Chen, 2007; Lang, Bliese, Lang, & Adler, 2011).  
For overall model evaluations, the current study used the comparative fit index (CFI), the 
non-normed fit index (NNFI; also referred to as the Tucker-Lewis index), the standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The 
SRMR is one of absolute fit indices, which evaluate how well the predicted covariance matrix 
can reproduce the sample covariance matrix (Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The RMSEA 
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“assesses the extent to which a model fits reasonably well in the population” while penalizing 
poor model parsimony (Brown, 2006, p. 83). The CFI and NNFI are incremental fit indices, 
which evaluate the improvement in fit of a specified model in relation to a baseline model, which 
assumes zero population covariances among observed indicators (Brown, 2006; Kline, 2005). As 
with the RMSEA, the NNFI incorporates a penalty function for the effect of model complexity. 
Of these four, the SRMR and RMSEA are badness-of-fit indices in that smaller values indicate a 
good fit, whereas higher values indicate a poor fit. The reasons for selecting these fit indices 
were because they were found to perform satisfactorily in simulation studies (Beauducel & 
Wittmann, 2005; Hu & Bentler, 1998) and commonly used model fit indicators in reporting SEM 
and/or CFA results (Schreiber, Stage, King, Nora, & Barlow, 2006). Cutoff values were based on 
the criteria recommended from Hu and Bentler (1999) for SRMR, CFI, and NNFI, and from 
Browne and Cudeck (1993) for RMSEA. Standardized residuals in tandem with modification 
indices were analyzed for identifying sources of misspecification. Modification indices suggest 
“an approximation of how much the overall model χ2 would decrease if the fixed or constrained 
parameter was freely estimated” (Brown, 2006, p. 119). A good-fitting model should generally 
have modification indices that are small.  
It is noted that common method variance may be a concern when inferences are made to 
the relationship between two or more perceptual measures that rely on self-reports from the same 
respondents (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Since the data of the variables of 
interest in the current study were collected from the same source, the current study followed a 
practice recommended in Podsakoff and Organ (1986) and Podsakoff et al. (2003) by applying a 
Harman’s (1978) single factor test to diagnose common method variance. An exploratory factor 
analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis were performed to test whether all the scale items in 
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the present study appeared to load onto a single factor. The logic behind this procedure was that 
if common method variance is severe, a common factor will account for covariations among the 
measures. 
Once the factor structure of the measurement models was determined, internal 
consistency coefficients (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha) were computed for each variable that was 
measured by a multi-item scale to estimate the degree to which the items of each scale 
consistently measure the underlying construct. The current study then computed the descriptive 
statistics for each variable and identified outliers using boxplots and scatterplots. Zero-order 
correlations among the variables were computed with listwise deletion. Categorical variables, 
such as sex, race, and functional area, were dummy-coded. According to West, Aiken and Krull 
(1996), when a comparison group is determined and is assigned a value of 0 for each dummy 
variable, the choice of this comparison group should consider the comparison meanings of 
groups and their relative size. More specifically, a category of “other” or a small group may not 
be an ideal choice of the comparison group. Guided by their recommended practices, one 
dummy-coded variable was created for female = 0 and male = 1; one dummy-coded variable was 
created for white = 0 and all else = 1; three dummy-coded variables (i.e., parks, recreation, and 
other) were created for functional areas with administration as the base group. To manage the 
unnecessary multicollinearity among predictor variables in regression models, mean-centered 
scores of predictor variables at a continuous level were computed and used for subsequent 
regression analyses (cf. Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).  
To test hypothesis 1, which predicted an inverted U-shaped relationship between age and 
OCB, a hierarchical polynomial regression analysis was conducted. An age-squared term was 
created based on mean-centered chronological age to discern the curvilinear pattern. In this 
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hierarchical regression analysis, blocks of predictor variables were entered in a sequential order 
to determine the unique variance accounted for by the age-squared term. The non-age 
demographic variables, such as sex, race, education level, functional area, position level, and 
organizational tenure, were treated as control variables. Earlier research suggested that sex 
(Anderson & Shinew, 2001; Kidder, 2002; Kidder & McLean Parks, 2001; Tsui et al., 2002), 
race (Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004), and supervisory positions (Lam et al., 1999; Morrison, 1994; 
Vey & Campbell, 2004) might be relevant demographic antecedents of OCBs, while education 
level and organizational tenure were conventionally treated as control variables in research on 
OCB (e.g., Lee & Allen, 2002; Tsui et al., 2002). Accordingly, the non-age demographic 
variables were specified as the first block of predictor variables in the regression model. 
Chronological age (mean-centered age) was then included in the second block, followed by an 
age-squared term. Because the age-squared term was derived from mean-centerd values, a 
statistically significant effect of the age-squared term would suggest a curvilinear pattern. A 
negative age-squared term would indicate an inverted U-shaped relationship, whereas a positive 
age-squared term would indicate a U-shaped relationship.  
To test the relationships of age with prosocial and impression management motives as 
predicted in hypotheses 2a and 2b, hierarchical regression analysis was used. More specifically, 
the non-age demographic variables were specified as the first block of predictor variables and 
chronological age was entered in the second block in the regression analysis. Building on 
hypotheses 2a and 2b, hypotheses 3a and 3b postulated that prosocial and impression 
management motives would mediate the relationship between age and OCB. A number of 
statistical procedures have been proposed to test mediating relationships across disciplines 
(MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002). The causal steps approach 
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recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) has been the most widely used procedure for testing 
simple mediation models (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008; MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007; 
MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets, 2002). According to Baron and Kenny 
(1986), a mediation model could be established if (1) the independent variable X significantly 
predicts the dependent variable Y (path c), (2) the independent variable X significantly predicts 
the mediator variable M (path a), (3) M is shown to affect Y when controlling for X (path b), and 
(4) the effect of X on Y significantly decreases when controlling for M (path c').  
Quantitative psychologists have questioned the necessity of the first requirement 
specified in Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation procedure (MacKinnon et al., 2002; 
MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). The critics have recognized that 
the magnitude of the direct effect of X on Y can be insignificantly small if X is a distal factor or 
the effects of intervening variables are complicated (MacKinnon et al., 2002; MacKinnon et al., 
2000; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Therefore, it has been recommended to drop Baron and Kenny’s 
(1986) first requirement from mediation tests. Alternatively, a Monte Carlo study showed that 
Baron and Kenny’s causal steps approach had lower statistical power compared to alternative 
methods that directly tested the statistical significance of mediation effects (MacKinnon et al., 
2002). One of the alternatives was the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982), which assessed the intervening 
effect of M based on the product of coefficients (ab) (MacKinnon et al., 2007; MacKinnon et al., 
2002).  
However, it is argued that indirect effects (ab) may not follow a normal distribution as 
assumed in the Sobel test (Bollen & Stine, 1990; Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008; 
Shrout & Bolger, 2002). More specifically, Preacher and Hayes (2004) noted that the distribution 
of products tends to be asymmetric and skewed and, therefore, “the symmetric confidence 
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interval based on the assumption of normality will typically yield underpowered tests of 
mediation” (p. 720). The bootstrapping method has been suggested as an effective approach to 
navigate away from the problem of low statistical power caused by nonnormality in assessing 
mediation (Bollen & Stine, 1990; Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008; Shrout & Bolger, 
2002).  
Bootstrapping is a nonparametric resampling procedure and affords testing indirect 
effects without imposing the assumption of normality of the sampling distribution (Preacher & 
Hayes, 2008). The bootstrapping method is accomplished by repeatedly resampling with 
replacement in that the size of each obtained sample is identical to the original sample size and 
each case from the original sample size is allowed to be drawn more than once when each 
bootstrap sample is constructed. This procedure would generate an empirical approximation of 
the sampling distribution of the indirect effect (ab) as well as bootstrapped confidence intervals 
to detect the indirect effect for statistical significance (Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 
2008). Based on the recommendation by Hayes and his colleagues (Hayes, 2009; Preacher & 
Hayes, 2004, 2008), the current study tested the proposed mediation model (H3a and H3b) by 
running the “indirect” macro designed by Preacher and Hayes (2008) for SPSS. This application 
incorporates the product-of-coefficients approach (the Sobel test) in conjunction with the 
bootstrap approach. The number of bootstrap resampling was designated as 2000, while 
quantitative psychologists specified the preferably minimal number of bootstrapped samples as 
1000 (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008). 
Hypothesis 4a posited that subjective age measures (identity age, cognitive age and 
comparative age) would provide a unique explanation for the variance in OCB beyond that by 
chronological age. Usefulness analysis (Darlington, 1968) was conducted to assess unique 
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contribution of each subjective age measure to explained variance in OCB. Each of the three 
subjective age measures was input as the last block into a separate hierarchical regression 
equation, in which non-age demographic variables were entered into the first block, followed by 
chronological age. This analysis compared the change in R-squared associated with inclusion of 
each subjective age measure when controlling for the effects of other variables. A significant 
increase in R-squared by subjective age measures would indicate their usefulness in predicting 
OCB.  
To assess the moderating effects of comparative age as predicted in hypothesis 4b, the 
regression analysis proceeded in several steps. In Step 1, control variables, including non-age 
demographic variables, were entered into the regression equations predicting OCB, prosocial and 
impression management motives. In Step 2, chronological age and comparative age were entered 
as the main effects. In Step 3, a cross-product term of (centered) chronological age and 
(centered) comparative age was created and input into the equations. The results of the final step 
would show evidence of the moderating effects of comparative age.  
As the current study primarily relied on hierarchical regression analysis, Cohen’s effect 
size index f
 2
 would be computed to determine the strength of the studied relationship if such 
relationship was proved to be statistically significant in hierarchical regression analysis. Based 
on the conventional criteria specified in Cohen (1988), effect sizes of .02, .15, and .35 are 
considered small, medium, and large, respectively.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of the current study. This chapter begins with an analysis 
of missing values, followed by a discussion of sample characteristics. The results of the 
preliminary analysis on variables of interest are provided. More specifically, the results of 
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, descriptive statistics of variables in terms of means, 
standard deviations, and internal consistency, and intercorrelations between variables are 
presented. Subsequently, this chapter describes the results of the statistical analyses used to test 
each hypothesis developed in the current study.  
Analysis of Missing Values 
The researcher checked missing values among the usable 607 responses. Two major 
problems associated with missing data are reduced statistical power and threats to the accuracy 
of parameter estimates (Fichman & Cummings, 2003; Roth, 1994). There are a number of 
methods to cope with item nonresponse (Little & Rubin, 2002; Roth, 1994), ranging from usage 
of available data to sophisticated imputation techniques. Listwise deletion capitalizing on part of 
the available data was the most frequently used methods in organizational survey research (Roth, 
1994). This method eliminates cases with any missing value from the analysis. As far as its 
drawback is concerned, researchers often cautioned that listwise deletion may result in a 
substantially smaller sample, lower power, and biased statistical inferences (Myers, 2011; Roth, 
Switzer III, & Switzer, 1999; Roth, 1994). Nevertheless, Roth (1994) cited evidence from Monte 
Carlo studies that when the amount of missing data was small, listwise deletion and other 
imputation techniques yielded little difference in the parameter estimates. 
127

The small number of missing values identified from the 607 responses indicated no 
urgent need for imputation of missing data. The percentage of missing values was no greater than 
1% for most scale items in the current study, with the exception of 1.2% for one of the items of 
sportsmanship role definitions (not talking about wanting to quit my job). In addition, many 
measures used in the current study were multi-item scales. If scale items are proved to load onto 
a common factor, a composite score will be created by averaging the scale items and thus ease 
the concern over missing values on individual items. Imputation strategies based on other 
variables or items may artificially change the relationship between variables or the covariance 
structure of the items (Roth, 1994). Accordingly, the current study decided to employ listwise 
deletion in the subsequent statistical analysis. 
Sample Characteristics 
Demographic information was collected on the respondent’s sex, racial background, age, 
education level, position level, functional area, organizational tenure, job tenure, tenure in 
profession and organizational size. Table 5 outlines descriptive statistics of sample 
characteristics. The sample was predominantly White/Caucasian (94.7%). Females comprised 
52.4% of the sample. Nearly 75% of the sample had received a bachelor’s degree or more 
advanced education.  
As far as the level and functional area of job positions are concerned, recoding was made 
to some responses when the respondents selected “other” and the text information provided by 
them actually suggested one of the pre-defined categories. More specifically, three responses 
were recoded from “other” into “non-supervisory position” given that they specified their 
position as administrative and clearly indicated zero subordinates. Fourteen responses to 
functional areas were recoded based on their individual text information. Nine of these fourteen  
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Sample Characteristics 
Variables M SD Range n % 
Sex      
Female    318 52.4 
Male    288 47.4 
Missing data    1 .2 
Racial background      
Asian    6 1.0 
Black/African American    12 2.0 
Latino/Hispanic    13 2.1 
White/Caucasian    575 94.7 
Missing data    1 .2 
Education       
High school diploma or under    34 5.6 
Associate degree, trade school, or some 
college education but no degree 
   115 18.9 
Bachelor’s degree    303 49.9 
Graduate degree    154 25.4 
Missing data    1 .2 
Position level      
Top management    140 23.1 
Middle management    259 42.7 
Junior supervisory position    111 18.3 
Non-supervisory position    81 13.3 
Other    16 2.6 
Functional area      
Administration    183 30.1 
Golf operations    18 3.0 
Park operations    122 20.1 
Recreation    241 39.7 
Other    42 6.9 
Missing data    1 .2 
Chronological age (years) 44.04 11.26 23-73 607  
18 - 25    12 2.0 
26 - 35    168 27.7 
36 - 45    135 22.2 
46 - 55    179 29.5 
56 - 65    108 17.8 
66 and older    5 .8 
Organizational tenure (years) 10.83 8.89 .08-51 605  
Job tenure (years) 7.14 6.55 .08-33.58 603  
Tenure in profession (years) 15.41 10.33 .08-51 596  
Organizational size (N of full-time employees) 86.7 258.96 1-4000 599  
≤ 20    120 19.8 
21 - 40    143 23.6 
41 - 60    91 15.0 
61 - 80    117 19.3 
≥81    128 22.2 
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were recategorized under the functional group of “administration/public relations/information 
technology” for a specification of business, finance, marketing, or executive director in their text 
explanation; three of these fourteen were grouped under “park operations/park 
development/facility management” for an indication of facility management or maintenance in 
their text specification; two of these fourteen were placed under “recreation (aquatics, fitness, 
sports, cultural programs, etc.)” for their indication of tennis. 
Table 6. Survey Methods and Sample Characteristics (Functional Area by Position Level) 
Position Level 
Functional Area 
Administration/
public relations/ 
information 
technology 
Golf 
operations/ 
golf services 
Park 
operations/ 
/park 
development/ 
facility 
management 
Recreation 
(aquatics, 
fitness, sports, 
cultural 
programs, 
etc.) 
Other 
(please 
specify) 
 Mail (N = 131
a
) 
Top management 12 2 3 2 1 
Middle management 4 3 12 16 3 
Junior management 4 3 12 8 6 
Non-supervisory position 12 0 16 4 3 
Other 0 2 3 0 0 
n 32 10 46 30 13 
 Online (N =475) 
Top management 80 1 17 13 9 
Middle management 35 4 34 135 13 
Junior management 5 3 12 55 3 
Non-supervisory position 26 0 10 5 4 
Other 5 0 3 3 0 
n 151 8 76 211 29 
a. The case with a missing value was excluded. 
The majority of the sample indicated that they held some form of management positions 
(top management: 23.1%; middle management: 42.7%; junior management: 18.3%). 
Approximately 13.3% of the respondents identified themselves as non-supervisory position 
occupants. Many of those who selected “other” to describe their position level reported that they 
supervised part-time employees. Nearly 30.1% of the sample worked in the area of 
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“administration/public relations/information technology;” about 20.1% of the respondents 
worked in the area of “park operations/ park development/facility management;” about 39.7% of 
the respondents worked in the area of “recreation.” Although the majority of the respondents 
appeared to be white-collar employees, the percentages of non-supervisory or park-operations 
employees in the sample indicated the effectiveness of adopting different survey tools to solicit 
participation from employees of different levels in the present study. As shown in Table 6, mail 
recruitment contributed a noticeable number of responses from park-operations employees or 
those in non-supervisory positions to the overall responses. The delivery of survey packets to 
selected individual agencies complemented the limitations of using the IPRA membership 
directory and recruiting participation via email.  
Of particular concern is the age composition of the sample. The respondents ranged in 
age from 23 to 73 years old. The average age of the sample was 44.04 years old (SD = 11.26). 
Table 5 provides information about the breakdown of the sample in terms of the arbitrarily 
defined age groups. The respondents on average had 10.83 years of organizational tenure (SD = 
8.89), 7.14 years of job tenure (SD = 6.55), and 15.41 years of tenure in parks and recreation (SD 
= 10.33). A wide range of organizational sizes were reported by the respondents, with the 
smallest organization of one full-time staff and the largest organization of 4000 full-time staff. 
About 19.8% of the respondents indicated no greater than 20 full-time staff being employed at 
their organizations; about 23.6% of the respondents worked in an organization with 21 to 40 full-
time staff; about 15% of the respondents worked in an organization with 41 to 60 full-time staff; 
nearly 19.3% of the respondents were employed at an organization with 61 to 80 full-time staff; 
almost 22.2% of the respondents indicated more than 80 full-time staff working in their 
organizations. However, it is recognized that the validity of the responses to organizational size 
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might have been liable to the unclear definition or specification of “your organization” in the 
question. When answering this question, some respondents from park districts might have 
mistaken their affiliated functional department as their organization, while some respondents 
from city departments might have seen the entire city government as their organization. Owing to 
this validity issue, it requires caution in interpreting the results in relation to organizational size. 
Measurement Evaluations 
Measurement models of OCB, prosocial and impression management motives, 
comparative age, and cognitive age were assessed using CFAs in LISREL 8.8 (Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 2006). The data of these multi-item scales were treated as if they were measured at an 
interval level. To determine the appropriate estimation method for CFAs, an analysis was 
conducted to examine whether the data of the scale items appeared to meet the multivariate 
normality assumption. CFA model comparisons for the OCB scale were then performed based on 
OCB frameworks. Subsequently, another series of CFAs were performed to identify whether the 
respondents could distinguish between prosocial and impression management motives. Last, 
convergent validity of both the comparative age and cognitive age scales was tested. Listwise 
deletion was used throughout the entire CFA procedure. 
Normality 
Univariate and multivariate normality tests were conducted using PRELIS 2.80, a 
preprocessor of the LISREL 8.8 program (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006). Table 7.1 shows the 
results of univariate normality tests for scale items based on skewness and (excess) kurtosis 
scores (Jöreskog, 1999). The omnibus tests (χ2) for evaluating skewness and kurtosis 
simultaneously suggested that the data of most the scale items, particularly those of OCB, 
prosocial and impression management motives, appeared to depart from normal distributions.  
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Table 7.1. Univariate Normality Tests 
Construct and Item Mean S.D. Skewness 
[Z-Score] 
Kurtosis 
[Z-Score] 
Skewness and Kurtosis 
Chi-Square P-Value 
OCB
a
 
 
      
I help others who have been 
absent 
 
6.255 1.102 -2.285 
[-14.460] 
6.811 
[9.474] 
298.474 <.001 
I help others who have heavy 
work loads 
 
6.207 1.002 -1.990 
[-13.386] 
6.415 
[9.280] 
264.961 <.001 
I help orient new people even 
though it is not required 
 
6.260 1.013 -2.272 
[-14.414] 
7.617 
[9.902] 
307.412 <.001 
I willingly help others who have 
work related problems 
 
6.348 .944 -2.340 
[-14.648] 
8.575 
[10.208] 
318.465 <.001 
I do not take long lunches or 
breaks 
 
5.813 1.508 -1.346 
[-10.481] 
1.151 
[3.908] 
124.701 <.001 
I am punctual every day, 
regardless of weather, traffic, 
etc. 
 
5.866 1.431 -1.398 
[-10.752] 
1.403 
[4.443] 
134.920 <.001 
I do not take extra breaks 
  
6.121 1.320 -1.839 
[-12.783] 
3.174 
[6.961] 
211.330 <.001 
I obey organizational rules, 
regulations and procedures even 
when no one is watching 
 
6.463 .883 -2.833 
[-16.165] 
11.902 
[11.204] 
386.179 <.001 
I talk about wanting to quit my 
job (R) 
 
5.649 1.783 -1.085 
[-9.002] 
-.173 
[-.730] 
82.143 <.001 
I spend a lot of time 
complaining about trivial 
matters (R) 
 
5.812 1.388 -1.204 
[-9.706] 
.647 
[2.618] 
101.202 <.001 
I tend to focus on what’s wrong 
with my situation, rather than 
the positive side (R) 
 
5.630 1.551 -1.079 
[-8.966] 
.243 
[1.167] 
81.398 <.001 
I tend to make “mountains out 
of molehills” (make problems 
bigger than they are) (R) 
 
6.143 1.254 -1.789 
[-12.572] 
2.885 
[6.649] 
201.764 <.001 
I take steps to try to prevent 
problems with other workers 
  
6.020 1.220 -2.073 
[-13.699] 
5.134 
[8.553] 
260.355 <.001 
I “touch base” with others 
before taking any important 
actions  
 
6.275 .912 -1.919 
[-13.107] 
5.614 
[8.848] 
249.628 <.001 
I do not abuse the rights of 
others  
 
6.715 .688 -4.441 
[-19.813] 
28.516 
[13.549] 
575.206 <.001 
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Table 7.1. (continued) 
Construct and Item Mean S.D. Skewness 
[Z-Score] 
Kurtosis 
[Z-Score] 
Skewness and Kurtosis 
Chi-Square P-Value 
I consult with others who might 
be affected by my actions or 
decisions 
 
6.314 .790 -1.617 
[-11.814] 
5.020 
[8.482] 
211.116 <.001 
I attend and participate in 
meetings regarding my 
organization 
 
6.494 .956 -3.084 
[-16.846] 
12.475 
[11.341] 
411.694 <.001 
I attend functions that are not 
required, but that help my 
organization’s image  
 
5.774 1.371 -1.360 
[-10.559] 
1.607 
[4.835] 
134.500 <.001 
I keep abreast of changes in my 
organization  
 
6.289 .916 -1.763 
[-12.462] 
4.952 
[8.473] 
227.896 <.001 
I keep up with developments in 
my organization 
 
6.311 .900 -1.945 
[-13.209] 
6.197 
[9.207] 
260.113 <.001 
Prosocial Motives
b
 
 
      
Because I care about benefiting 
others through my work 
  
6.079 .956 -1.166 
[-9.536] 
1.981 
[5.497] 
121.155 <.001 
Because I want to help others 
through my work 
 
6.250 .852 -1.240 
[-9.955] 
1.865 
[5.313] 
127.331 <.001 
Because I want to have positive 
impact on others 
 
6.424 .771 -1.356 
[-10.586] 
1.601 
[4.859] 
135.661 <.001 
Because it is important to me to 
do good for others through my 
work 
 
6.279 .885 -1.554 
[-11.579] 
4.111 
[7.866] 
195.954 <.001 
Impression Management Motives
b
 
 
     
To avoid looking bad in front of 
others 
 
4.455 2.007 -.405 
[-3.927] 
-1.080 
[-13.627] 
201.119 <.001 
To avoid looking lazy 
 
3.918 2.236 -.042 
[-.418] 
-1.494 
[71.177] 
5066.391 <.001 
To look better than my co-
workers 
 
2.697 1.820 .834 
[7.394] 
-.448 
[-2.830] 
62.685 <.001 
To avoid a reprimand from my 
boss 
 
3.415 2.079 .304 
[2.995] 
-1.266 
[-26.149] 
692.737 <.001 
Because I fear appearing 
irresponsible 
 
3.472 2.133 0.282 
[2.787] 
-1.344 
[-44.851] 
2019.356 <.001 
To look like I am busy 
 
2.267 1.629 1.266 
[10.100] 
.652 
[2.638] 
108.974 <.001 
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Table 7.1. (continued) 
Construct and Item Mean S.D. Skewness 
[Z-Score] 
Kurtosis 
[Z-Score] 
Skewness and Kurtosis 
Chi-Square P-Value 
To stay out of trouble 
 
2.684 1.983 .875 
[7.682] 
-.587 
[-4.145] 
76.195 <.001 
Because rewards are important 
to me 
 
3.403 1.903 .260 
[2.571] 
-1.099 
[-14.384] 
213.500 <.001 
Because I want a raise 
 
3.829 2.063 -.014 
[-.137] 
-1.320 
[-36.290] 
1317.017 <.001 
To impress my co-workers 
 
2.987 1.848 .492 
[4.699] 
-.961 
[-10.060] 
123.276 <.001 
Comparative Age
c
 
 
      
My interests and activities are 
most like those who are… 
 
2.550 .851 .119 
[1.208] 
-.115 
[-0.527] 
1.736 .420 
Most of the time I FEEL… 
 
2.388 .905 .431 
[4.197] 
-.135 
[-0.646] 
18.031 <.001 
Most of the time I LOOK… 
 
2.358 .814 .270 
[2.697] 
-.199 
[-1.033] 
8.343 .015 
People who know me casually 
regard me as… 
 
2.381 .867 .354 
[3.491] 
-.307 
[-1.754] 
15.263 <.001 
People who know me very well 
regard me as… 
 
2.556 .896 .149 
[1.505] 
-.180 
[-.912] 
3.097 .213 
Cognitive Age
d
 
 
      
Feel Age 2.781 .930 .447 
[4.337] 
-.351 
[-2.074 ] 
23.113 <.001 
Look Age 2.829 1.038 .221 
[2.210] 
-.580 
[-4.107] 
21.747 <.001 
Do Age 2.730 .886 .354 
[3.486] 
-.111 
[-.507] 
12.410 .002 
Interest Age 2.770 .910 .563 
[5.343] 
.197 
[1.015] 
29.574 <.001 
a. N = 589 
b. N = 595 
c. N = 606 
d. N = 604 
 
The sign of skewness scores indicated that the scale items of OCB and prosocial motives were 
consistently negatively skewed, while positive excess kurtosis on many OCB items indicated that 
the data of these items had distributions with heavy tails and acute peaks relative to a normal 
distribution (DeCarlo, 1997). 
As shown in Table 7.2, Mardia’s coefficients for multivariate skewness and kurtosis were 
estimated to be statistically significant in departure from the normal distribution for the four 
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groups of scale items. The grouping of scale items for multivariate normality tests was based on 
the measurement models to be evaluated in CFAs. The purpose of finding discriminant validity 
evidence for prosocial and impression management motives in the following CFA guided us to 
analyze multivariate normality of the items of these two scales altogether. The joint tests of 
Mardia’s multivariate skewness and kurtosis provided a χ2 statistic for each group of scale items 
(OCB: χ2 = 8515.5, p < .001; motives: χ2 = 2235.80, p < .001; comparative age: χ2 = 105.75, p 
< .001; cognitive age: χ2 = 340.13, p < .001), suggesting that multivariate normality was not 
found in the data. 
Table 7.2. Multivariate Normality Tests 
 Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness and 
Kurtosis 
Measures Value Z-Score  Value Z-Score  Chi-Square 
OCB items 132.53
*** 
 86.31   701.29
***
 32.65   8515.50
*** 
  
Motive items
a
 35.11
*** 
  42.13  303.26
***
 21.47   2235.80
*** 
  
Comparative Age Items 1.03
*** 
  5.57   43.67
***
 8.65   105.75
***
 
Cognitive Age Items 2.04
*** 
  11.24   43.81
***
 14.63   340.13
*** 
  
a. Prosocial and Impression Management Motives 
***
p < .001 
 
Estimation Method and Test Statistics for Model Evaluation 
Due to the multivariate non-normality of the data, the standard maximum likelihood 
(ML) estimation method could not be used. Based on the recommendation by Brown (2006), the 
current study used the robust ML estimator in the LISREL 8.8, which produced ML parameter 
estimates with standard errors and a Satorra-Bentler (SB) scaled (mean-adjusted) χ2 (Satorra & 
Bentler, 1994) that are corrected for the deviations from multivariate normality (Brown, 2006). 
In the LISREL program, covariance and asymptotic covariance matrices were used as input in a 
robust ML analytical procedure.  
Since the SB chi-square statistic was used, model comparisons were evaluated based on 
the SB scaled difference chi-square test (Satorra & Bentler, 2001, 2010). As different software 
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programs define the SB chi-square differently (Bryant & Satorra, in press), the computation 
procedure specified by Bryant and Satorra for the LISREL program was employed in the current 
study. The steps required for LISREL users to perform the scaled difference test are outlined as 
follows: 
1. Estimate the less restrictive, baseline model (M1) and the more restrictive, comparison 
model (M0) in order to obtain the ML minimum-fit function chi-square value (T1), the 
normal-theory weighted least-squares chi-square value (T2), and the SB chi-square value 
(T3) for each model.  
2. Compute the scaling correction factor (C) for each model: C = T2/T3. 
3. Multiply each model’s degrees of freedom (df) by C. 
4. Compute the equation: (df for M0) × (C for M0) – (df for M1) × (C for M1). 
5. Compute the difference in df between the models M0 and M1, which is denoted as ∆df.   
6. Compute the scaling correction factor for the difference test (Cd) = [(df for M0) × (C for 
M0) – (df for M1) × (C for M1)]/ ∆df. 
7. Compute the difference in ML minimum-fit function chi-square (T1) between the models 
M0 and M1, which is denoted as Td.   
8. Compute the SB scaled chi-square difference test statistic by dividing Td by the scaling 
correction factor for the difference test (Cd), with degrees of freedom = ∆df. If the test 
statistic is statistically significant, that means the less constrained, baseline model 
significantly improves the fit of the data from the more constrained, comparison model. If 
the test statistic is not statistically significant, that means the baseline model is not 
superior to the comparison model as far as model fit is concerned. 
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Satorra and Bentler (2010) have developed a new computation procedure to remedy the 
problem in that negative values of the test statistic may sometimes arise due to small samples or 
incorrect models. However, Bryant and Satorra (in press) discovered some technical problem 
associated with the use of LISREL 8.8 when implementing the new procedure. Therefore, the 
current study relied on the original SB scaled difference chi-square test (Satorra & Bentler, 2001), 
which is relatively straightforward and still provides accurate conclusions in most cases. Bryant 
and Satorra pointed out that, for LISREL users, the major consideration is the use of ML chi-
square values to avoid an inadmissible negative value for the numerator of the scaled difference 
test statistic, regardless of the original or new scaled difference test. 
 While the comparative fit index (CFI), the non-normed fit index (NNFI), the standardized 
root mean square residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
were used to evaluate the fit of measurement models, they were also helpful in assessing whether 
the fit of the comparison model is better than that of the baseline model (cf. Lang, Bliese, Lang, 
& Adler, 2011). Table 8 depicts the criteria for the goodness-of-fit indices used to evaluate CFA 
models.  
Table 8. Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indices 
Index General rule for acceptable fit Source 
CFI ≥.95  Hu & Bentler (1999) 
NNFI ≥.95  Hu & Bentler (1999) 
SRMR ≤.08 Hu & Bentler (1999) 
RMSEA ≤.05 close fit; .05 - .08 reasonable errors of 
approximation;  ≥.10 poor fit 
Browne & Cudeck (1993) 
 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale 
 Confirmatory factor analyses were used to compare the fit of the five-factor model to 
alternative conceptualizations. In the five-factor CFA model, the items of altruism, 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy and civic virtue were specified as manifest indicators 
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of each of these five correlated latent constructs. The first alternative was a one-factor model, 
which implied that all the 20 items were indicators of OCB as a general latent construct. The 
second alternative was a two-factor model contrasting OCBs directed toward two groups of 
beneficiary targets (i.e., OCBI and OCBO) based on Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 
conceptualization. In this two-factor CFA model, the items of altruism and courtesy loaded on 
one factor and the items of conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and courtesy loaded on another, 
while the two factors were allowed to freely covary. The last alternative model tested whether a 
one-second-order-factor model would provide a superior fit to the data. In this second-order 
model, the five latent variables (i.e., altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy and 
civic virtue) loaded on a higher-order factor, while the individual items were specified in the 
same manner as in the five-factor model.  
 Each of the four overall goodness-of-fit indices in Table 9.1 shows that both the five-
factor and the second-order models fit the data well (five-factor: RMSEA = .051, SRMR = .061, 
CFI = .96, NNFI = .95; second-order: RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .071, CFI = .96, NNFI = .96). In 
contrast, none of the four fit indices generated from either the most constrained one-factor 
(RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .13, CFI = .78, NNFI = .75) or the two-factor models (RMSEA = .11, 
SRMR = .14, CFI = .81, NNFI = .79) reached recommended levels. Based on the fit indices, it 
was unclear whether the second-order model fit the data better than the five-factor model.  
SB scaled χ2 difference tests (Satorra & Bentler, 2001, 2010; Bryant & Satorra, in press) 
were then employed to compare the less restrictive five-factor model with the other three more 
restrictive models. As Table 9.2 presents, the SB scaled χ2 difference tests for three pairs of 
model comparisons were all statistically significant at α = .05. More specifically, the five-factor 
model was superior to the one-factor model (SB scaled χ2 difference test statistic = 157.277, d.f. 
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= 10, p < .001), the two-factor model (SB scaled χ2 difference test statistic = 143.955, d.f. = 9, p 
< .001), and the second-order model (SB scaled χ2 difference test statistic = 12.342, d.f. = 5, p 
= .0304). Accordingly, the five-factor structure appeared to be the best portrayal of the data.  
Table 9.1. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of OCB Measurement Models 
Model SB Scaled χ2 ML χ2 df RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR CFI NNFI 
1. One-factor model 1598.35 2522.12 170 .12 [.11-.13] .13 .78 .75 
2. Two-factor model 1386.87 1970.83 169 .11 [.11-.12] .14 .81 .79 
3. Five-factor model 403.47 509.37 160 .051 [.045-.057] .061 .96 .95 
4. Second-order factor 
model 
408.81 542.37 165 .05 [.044-.056] .071 .96 .96 
Note. N = 589 
 
Table 9.2. Comparison of OCB Factor Structures  
Structure Model 
Comparison 
∆df Cd SB Scaled 
Difference 
(Td/Cd) 
P-Value 
1. Five-factor model (baseline model)      
2. One-factor model 2 vs. 1 10 12.797 157.277 <.001 
3. Two-factor model 3 vs. 1 9 10.152 143.955 <.001 
4. Second-order factor model 4 vs. 1 5 2.674 12.342 .0304 
Note. N = 589 
 
Table 9.3 summarizes the completely standardized loadings of the items on their 
corresponding factors within the five-factor structure. All the freely estimated loadings were 
statistically significant (p < .001). In CFA models without cross-loading indicators, a squared 
factor loading represents the proportion of variance in an observed indicator accounted for by the 
latent variable and can be viewed as an estimate of the indicator’s reliability (Brown, 2006). 
Although Table 9.3 shows that the proportions of explained variance for some items were 
somewhat low, all the OCB items were regarded as reasonable measures of their latent constructs 
with the estimates of their completely standardized factor loadings greater than .32, which has 
been commonly used as a rule of thumb to determine the salience of factor loadings (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 2001; cf. Brown, 2006). Thus, no items were eliminated from any of the OCB 
subscales.  
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Table 9.3. Completely Standardized Factor Loadings for Five-Factor OCB Model 
Construct Item Standardized 
loading 
t-value Item 
reliability 
Altruism I help others who have been absent
a
 .76 -- .58 
 I help others who have heavy work 
loads 
.77 18.68 .60 
 I help orient new people even 
though it is not required 
.66 12.75 .43 
 I willingly help others who have 
work related problems 
.74 12.96 .54 
Conscientiousness I do not take long lunches or 
breaks
a
 
.78 -- .60 
 I am punctual every day, regardless 
of weather, traffic, etc. 
.57 10.52 .32 
 I do not take extra breaks  .79 11.75 .62 
 I obey organizational rules, 
regulations and procedures even 
when no one is watching 
.49 5.41 .24 
Sportsmanship I talk about wanting to quit my job 
(R)
 a
 
.47 -- .22 
 I spend a lot of time complaining 
about trivial matters (R) 
.76 8.77 .58 
 I tend to focus on what’s wrong 
with my situation, rather than the 
positive side (R) 
.74 8.48 .55 
 I tend to make “mountains out of 
molehills” (make problems bigger 
than they are) (R) 
.67 7.79 .45 
Courtesy I take steps to try to prevent 
problems with other workers
a
  
.37 -- .14 
 I “touch base” with others before 
taking any important actions  
.72 6.08 .52 
 I do not abuse the rights of others  .54 5.08 .29 
 I consult with others who might be 
affected by my actions or decisions 
.76 5.66 .58 
Civic Virtue I attend and participate in meetings 
regarding my organization
a
 
.51 -- .26 
 I attend functions that are not 
required, but that help my 
organization’s image  
.55 7.53 .30 
 I keep abreast of changes in my 
organization  
.93 7.03 .86 
 I keep up with developments in my 
organization 
.92 7.61 .84 
Note. N = 589 
a. Marker indicators 
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Guided by the five-factor structure, an average score for each of the five subscales 
(altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue) was computed. In spite 
of the CFA results that favored the five-factor structure over the second-order model, the fit 
indices for the second-order model were reasonably satisfactory. Based on the model fit found in 
the second-order model as well as meta-analytical evidence from LePine et al. (2002) and/or 
Hoffman et al. (2007), an overall OCB composite score was also composed aside from subscale 
scores as with the practice in some preceding empirical work (e.g., Joireman et al., 2006; Lester 
et al., 2008).  
Prosocial and Impression Management Motives 
 CFAs of prosocial and impression management motives were performed to determine 
whether respondents distinguish between items of the two constructs. Table 10.1 presents the 
CFA results for prosocial and impression management motives. A two-factor model with 
prosocial and impression management motives as separate but correlated factors (SB Scaled χ2 = 
613, d.f. = 76, RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .06, CFI = .94, NNFI = .93) fitted the data better than did 
a one-factor model with items of two constructs loading on a common factor (SB Scaled χ2 = 
1753.06, d.f. = 75, RMSEA = .19, SRMR = .16, CFI = .81, NNFI = .78). The result of the SB 
scaled χ2 difference test shows that the improved fit of the two-factor model as opposed to the 
more restrictive one-factor model was statistically significant (SB scaled χ2 difference test 
statistic = 958.201, d.f. = 1, p < .001), suggesting that respondents could differentiate between 
prosocial and impression management motives. 
Table 10.2 summarizes the completely standardized loadings of the items on the two 
respective factors, that is, prosocial and impression management motives. All the freely 
estimated loadings were statistically significant (p < .001). All the completely standardized factor 
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loadings were greater than .32 with loadings ranging from .59 to .90. However, the two-factor 
model had three of the four goodness-of-fit indices (RMSEA, CFI and NNFI) that were close to 
but failed to reach the recommended cutoff values of lower than .08 and higher than .95, 
respectively. Standardized residuals, modification indices, and completely standardized expected 
change values (ECV) were inspected to locate the source of misspecification.    
Table 10.1. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Prosocial and Impression Management 
Motives 
Model SB Scaled χ2 ML χ2 df RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR CFI NNFI 
One-factor 
model 
1753.06 1998.99 77 .19 [.18-.20] .16 .81 .78 
Two-factor 
model 
613 744.74 76 .11 [.10-.12] .06 .94 .93 
Note. N = 595 
 
Table 10.2. Completely Standardized Factor Loadings for Two-Factor Motives Model 
Construct and items (code) Standardized 
loading 
t-value Item 
reliability 
Prosocial Motives    
Because I care about benefiting others through my work. 
(PM1) 
.80 -- .64 
Because I want to help others through my work. (PM2) .90 20.76 .82 
Because I want to have positive impact on others. (PM3) .80 17.51 .64 
Because it is important to me to do good for others 
through my work. (PM4) 
.72 17.74 .52 
Impression Management Motives    
To avoid looking bad in front of others. (IMM1) .72 -- .52 
To avoid looking lazy. (IMM2) .79 29.04 .63 
To look better than my co-workers. (IMM3) .74 18.11 .55 
To avoid a reprimand from my boss. (IMM4) .76 21.13 .57 
Because I fear appearing irresponsible. (IMM5) .78 21.42 .60 
To look like I am busy. (IMM6) .73 16.12 .54 
To stay out of trouble. (IMM7) .74 17.62 .55 
Because rewards are important to me. (IMM8) .59 14.56 .34 
Because I want a raise. (IMM9) .64 16.98 .42 
To impress my co-workers. (IMM10) .66 17.03 .44 
Note. N = 595 
 
An inspection of the standardized residuals of the two-factor CFA model in Table 10.3 
reveals 14 significant standardized residuals that were more extreme than the critical values of ± 
2.58 (p < .01) recommended in the LISREL program (Byrne, 1998, as cited in Brown, 2006). A 
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positive standardized residual represents an underestimation of the zero-order correlation 
between two indicators based on the model’s estimated parameters while the respective sample 
covariance is positive; a negative standardized residual represents an overestimation of the zero-
order correlation between the two indicators while the respective sample covariance is positive 
(Brown, 2006; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). As shown in Table 10.3, 
while the relationships among the last three impression management items (IMM8: because 
rewards are important to me; IMM9: because I want a raise; IMM10: to impress my coworkers) 
were particularly underestimated by the predicted variance-covariance matrix, the relations of 
IMM8 (because rewards are important to me) with IMM1 (to avoid looking bad in front of 
others), IMM4 (to avoid a reprimand from my boss), and IMM5 (because I fear appearing 
irresponsible) were overestimated by the predicted matrix. 
Table 10.3. List of Largest Standardized Fitted Residuals 
Item Item Standardized residuals 
  Positive 
IMM1 PM4 3.36 
IMM2 PM4 2.88 
IMM3 IMM10 6.32 
IMM6 IMM7 4.51 
IMM8 IMM9 21.78 
IMM8 IMM10 12.72 
IMM9 IMM10 25.88 
  Negative 
IMM1 IMM8 -3.11 
IMM1 IMM9 -5.91 
IMM1 IMM10 -4.72 
IMM3 PM2 -2.72 
IMM3 IMM7 -5.38 
IMM4 IMM8 -5.10 
IMM5 IMM8 -14.77 
Note. PM = Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives 
Modification indices for item cross-loadings in conjunction with completely standardized 
expected change values (ECV) were diagnosed to ensure that items were not strongly associated 
with the factor they were not intended to measure. According to Brown (2006) and Schermelleh-
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Engel et al. (2003), each modification index can be seen as a χ2 statistic with df = 1 and, thus, a 
value of 3.84 or a value of 6.63 can serve as the critical value of χ2 with df = 1 at p < .05 or p 
< .01. Such values provide a guidance to determine whether the model modification by freely 
estimating a parameter that was initially fixed or constrained would significantly improve the 
overall fit of the model. Table 10.4 shows that only one modification index for the cross-loading 
of one item of prosocial motives (PM4) onto impression management exceeded the critical value 
of 6.63 at p < .01. However, it is noted that because modification indices are sensitive to sample 
size, a large modification index that is statistically significant may not provide a meaningful, 
substantive recommendation for model respecification (Brown, 2006). ECVs for each 
modification index reflect “how much the parameter is expected to change in a positive or 
negative direction if it were freely estimated in a subsequent analysis” (Brown, 2006, p. 122).  
Completely standardized ECVs in Table 10.4 reveal no meaningful size of item cross-
loadings. In other words, the items of prosocial motives had no meaningfully direct relationship 
with the construct of impression management motives and the items of impression management 
motives had no meaningful relationship with the construct of prosocial motives either.  
Table 10.5 presents modification indices and completely standardized ECVs for error 
covariances within the two-factor structure. Correlated errors were not specified in the original 
CFA model, with an assumption that the covariation among items that loaded on a given factor 
was accounted for by this latent variable and all measurement errors were random (Brown, 2006). 
Some correlated errors identified based on modification indices and completely standardized 
ECVs in Table 10.5 appeared to echo the findings of standardized residuals, which revealed the 
underestimated relationships between some of impression management items (IMM3-IMM10, 
IMM6-IMM7, IMM8-IMM9, IMM8-IMM10, and IMM9-IMM10).  
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Table 10.4. Modification Indices and Completely Standardized Expected Change Values for 
Item Cross-Loadings 
     Modification Indices  Completely Standardized ECV 
 PM IMM  PM IMM 
PM1  - - .54  - - .02 
PM2   - - 4.76  - - -.06 
PM3   - - .01  - - .00 
PM4   - - 6.72  - - .08 
IMM1   3.89 - -  .06 - - 
IMM2   1.06 - -  .03 - - 
IMM3   3.49 - -  -.06 - - 
IMM4   .96 - -  .03 - - 
IMM5   .77 - -  -.03 - - 
IMM6   3.78 - -  -.06 - - 
IMM7   .81 - -  -.03 - - 
IMM8   .73 - -  .03 - - 
IMM9   .93 - -  .03 - - 
IMM10   .06 - -  .01 - - 
Note. PM = Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives 
 
Table 10.5. Modification Indices (MI) and Completely Standardized Expected Change Values 
(ECV) for Error Covariances 
 PM1 PM2 PM3 PM4 IMM1 IMM2 IMM3 IMM4 IMM5 IMM6 IMM7 IMM8 IMM9 
PM1  - -                        
PM2   - -  - -                     
PM3   283.61 
[-1.03]  
- -  - -                  
PM4   65.01  
[.34] 
- -  26.18 
[.19]  
- -               
IMM1   .85 
[.02]  
3.75 
[-.03]  
1.74 
[.03]   
5.20 
[.05]    
- -            
IMM2   .00  
[.00] 
1.18 
[-.02]  
.77 
[.02]   
2.74 
[.03]    
204.32 
[.30]  
- -         
IMM3   .38 
[-.01]  
.40 
[-.02]   
.12 
[.01]   
.22 
[-.01]    
.20 
[.01]    
.02 
[.00]    
- -       
IMM4   2.08 
[.03]  
.48 
[-.01]   
.10 
[.01]   
.01 
[.00]    
.30 
[-.01]    
5.71 
[.05]    
13.32 
[-.08]    
- -           
IMM5   .00 
[.00]  
.02 
[.00]   
.76 
[-.02]    
.25 
[.01]    
.50 
[-.01]    
.98 
[.02]    
.09 
[.01]     
38.14 
[.13]     
- -        
IMM6   .51 
[.01]  
1.01 
[.02]   
1.75 
[-.03]    
.98 
[-.02]    
21.11 
[-.10]    
13.06 
[-.07]    
6.97 
[.06]     
1.67 
[-.03]     
.03 
[.00]     
- -     
IMM7   .09 
[.01]  
.25 
[.01]   
1.18 
[-.02]    
.00 
[.00]    
32.90 
[-.13]    
13.34 
[-.08]    
10.69 
[-.07]     
19.73 
[.10]     
2.86 
[.04]     
75.77 
[.19]     
- -   
IMM8   .00 
[.00]  
.52 
[-.01]   
.15 
[.01]    
2.03 
[.04]    
4.85 
[-.06]    
16.97 
[-.09]    
.16 
[-.01]     
12.45 
[-.08]     
16.08 
[-.09]     
1.21 
[-.03]     
.25 
[-.01]     
- -   
IMM9   .01 
[.00]  
.78 
[.02]   
.08 
[-.01]    
.07 
[-.01]    
4.14 
[-.05]    
10.41 
[-.07]    
1.78 
[-.03]     
7.15 
[-.06]     
9.02 
[-.07]     
.75 
[-.02]     
.21 
[-.01]     
157.08 
[.34]     
- - 
IMM10   .05 
[.00]  
1.51 
[.02]   
.09 
[.01]    
3.37 
[-.04]    
1.83 
[-.03]    
24.61 
[-.11]    
30.52 
[.13]     
16.80 
[-.09]     
16.67 
[-.09]     
.04 
[.00]     
2.69 
[-.04]     
76.11 
[.23]     
51.37 
[.18]    
Note. Significant MI values at p < .01 are in boldface. Square brackets contain completely standardized ECVs. PM = 
Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives 
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According to Brown (2006), correlated errors could be caused by an unidentified latent 
factor, a common method of measurement, similarly worded items, or socially desirable 
responses. While Rioux and Penner (2001) acknowledged that they did not differentiate between 
impression management motives that are “acquisitive” with an intention to gain something from 
others and that are “self-protective” with an intention to avoid negative evaluations in their 
impression management scale, the possibility of two dimensions of impression management 
motives could not be ruled out in the data of the current study. In the meantime, the possibility of 
method-related variances could not afford us to simply attribute correlated errors to an 
unidentified underlying construct for a CFA model revision. Accordingly, exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) was used to better understand underlying constructs of the 14 items of prosocial 
and impression management motives. 
The current study ran an EFA using SPSS 20.0 to identify whether two dimensions of 
impression management motives might emerge in the data. Nearly a half of the sample (n = 295) 
was randomly selected for the EFA. The other randomly-selected half was used for a subsequent 
CFA that was conducted to confirm the factor structure identified from the EFA. Since the 
assumption of normality was not established in the data of prosocial and impression management 
motives, ML should not be used to fit EFA models (Brown, 2006; Fabrigar, Wegener, 
MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). Instead, principal axis factoring that had no distributional 
assumptions was used as the factor-extraction method based on methodologists’ 
recommendations (Brown, 2006; Costello & Osborne, 2005; Fabrigar et al., 1999).  
Parallel analysis and a scree test were conducted to determine the number of factors 
retained in the current study. While three commonly-used factor selection procedures based on 
eigenvalues are the Kaiser criterion (also known as the eigenvalues greater than 1 rule), the scree 
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test, and parallel analysis (Brown, 2006), methodologists have suggested that it is preferable to 
use multiple criteria to determine the number of underlying factors (Conway & Huffcut, 2003; 
Fabrigar et al., 1999; Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004). The eigenvalues greater than 1 rule was 
not adopted in the current study because methodologists have noted that this procedure tends to 
overfactor or underfactor due to its arbitrary nature (Brown, 2006; Conway & Huffcut, 2003; 
Fabrigar et al., 1999; Hayton et al., 2004). Accumulated research evidence suggests that both 
parallel analysis and the scree test outperform the eigenvalues greater than 1 rule (Hayton et al., 
2004).  
Parallel analysis compares eigenvalues obtained from the sample data with expected 
values of eigenvalues produced by repeated sets of random data with the same sample size 
(Fabrigar et al., 1999). Factor selection in this approach is guided by the number of the 
eigenvalues derived from the actual sample larger than the averaged eigenvalues derived from 
the random data sets (Brown, 2006; Hayton et al., 2004). Current practices in parallel analysis 
also recommended the use of the 95th
 
percentile randomly generated eigenvalues as the 
comparison baseline (O’Connor, 2000) because it provides a more conservative decision and 
reduces type I error (Hayton et al., 2004). In a scree test, eigenvalues of the correlation matrix of 
the actual data are plotted in an order of descending values with the magnitude of eigenvalues as 
the vertical axis and the number of factors as the horizontal axis (Fabrigar et al., 1999). The scree 
test determines the number of factors retained by identifying the number of corresponding 
common factors prior to the last substantial drop in the magnitude of the eigenvalues (Brown, 
2006; Fabrigar et al., 1999).    
Since popular statistical programs such as SPSS or SAS do not have built-in functions for 
parallel analysis, methodologists have designed SPSS and/or SAS syntax for this 
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computationally intensive procedure (e.g., Hayton et al., 2004; O’Connor, 2000). O’Connor’s 
(2000) revised SPSS syntax (https://people.ok.ubc.ca/brioconn/nfactors/nfactors.html) was used 
to directly obtain the mean and the 95th
 
percentile of randomly generated eigenvalues for each 
corresponding factor. This command syntax required users to specify the number of cases, the 
number of variables, the number of replications, and the number of percentile. The specifications 
were input with 289 cases (289 valid cases from the actual sample using listwise deletion), 14 
variables, 1000 replications, and the 95th
 
percentile. Principal component analysis was used to 
extract random data eigenvalues in this procedure.  
Figure 2 presents the scree plot and randomly generated eigenvalues. Both the parallel 
analysis and the scree test suggested a two-factor solution. As shown in Figure 2, the first two 
eigenvalues derived from the actual data were greater than the corresponding first two mean and 
95th percentile eigenvalues obtained from the random data, whereas the value of the third actual 
data eigenvalue was smaller than the third mean and 95th percentile eigenvalues. This indicated 
that two factors should be retained. This conclusion was supported in the scree test. Figure 2 
reveals a clear shift in the slope in that the last substantial decline in the magnitude of the 
eigenvalues was observed on the third eigenvalue.  
After determining the number of factors, the analysis drew on promax, an oblique 
rotation method, to enhance interpretability of the solution. Oblique rotation methods allow 
factors to correlate, whereas orthogonal rotation methods constrain the factors to be uncorrelated 
(Brown, 2006; Costello & Osborne, 2005; Conway & Huffcutt, 2003; Fabrigar et al., 1999). 
According to methodologists (Brown, 2006; Costello & Osborne, 2005; Conway & Huffcutt, 
2003; Fabrigar et al., 1999), an oblique rotation is preferred because it provides a more realistic 
representation of how constructs may correlate with one another, producing more information 
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based on estimated correlations among the factors. As in earlier CFA model evaluations, a factor 
loading of .32 was established as the criterion to determine the salience of factor loadings.  
Figure 2. Parallel Analysis Using Eigenvalues from Actual Data versus Eigenvalues from 
Random Data (1000 replications) 
 
 Table 11 reveals the results of EFA, demonstrating the support for the two-factor 
structure (57.24% of variance explained). All primary factor loadings were salient ranging 
from .660 to .905 with negligible cross-loadings. Since the EFA results failed to identify three 
latent constructs, there was no evidence to support the earlier speculation that some correlated 
errors derived from the two-factor CFA model might be ascribed to a third unidentified common 
factor. A subsequent two-factor CFA model with the second half randomly selected sample (306 
valid cases with listwise deletion) produced the goodness-of-fit indices (SB scaled χ2 = 387.99, 
d.f. = 76, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .065, CFI = .95, NNFI = .93) that were very similar to the 
results of the CFA model with the entire sample. Given no significant evidence of a third latent 
factor, the values of the fit indices near the recommended cutoff levels indicated the acceptable 
fit of the two-factor structure. Based on the affirmation of the two-factor structure, overall 
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indexes of prosocial motives and of impression management motives were composed by 
averaging the scores of their respective items.  
Table 11. Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Motive Items 
Scale and Item Factor Loading 
 1 2 
Impression Management Motives   
To avoid looking bad in front of others. .740 .093 
To avoid looking lazy. .798 .059 
To look better than my co-workers. .740 -.106 
To avoid a reprimand from my boss. .748 .033 
Because I fear appearing irresponsible. .763 -.051 
To look like I am busy. .708 -.081 
To stay out of trouble. .695 -.056 
Because rewards are important to me. .660 .045 
Because I want a raise. .673 .066 
To impress my co-workers. .712 .000 
Prosocial Motives   
Because I care about benefiting others through my work.  -.005 .822 
Because I want to help others through my work. -.015 .905 
Because I want to have positive impact on others. .015 .812 
Because it is important to me to do good for others through 
my work. 
.033 .755 
   
Eigenvalue  5.484 2.529 
% of variance explained by the common factor 39.175 18.066 
Cumulative % of variance explained by the common factor 39.175 57.241 
Note. N = 289 
Comparative Age and Cognitive Age 
 CFAs were used to ensure the unidimensionality of both the comparative age and 
cognitive age scales. Table 12.1 shows the results of the two separate one-factor CFA models 
that explained the covariance structure in the measures of comparative age and cognitive age. 
Although not all the resulting goodness-of-fit indices met the recommended criteria (comparative 
age: RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .049, CFI = .97, NNFI = .94; cognitive age: RMSEA = .14, SRMR 
= .028, CFI = .99, NNFI = .97), Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested that the rule of using SRMR 
≤ .08 in combination with CFI ≥ .96 produced the least sum of Type I and Type II error rates. 
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Based upon the combinational rules, both the one-factor models of the age measures reasonably 
fit the data. The completely standardized factor loadings of items of both the age measures 
reported in Table 12.2 were statistically significant and substantially greater than .32. Taken 
together, the CFA results of both the age measures provided support for convergent validity and 
unidimensionality. Accordingly, composite scores were created by averaging the five items of 
comparative age and the four items of cognitive age, respectively.   
Table 12.1. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Comparative Age and Cognitive Age 
Scales 
Model SB Scaled χ2 ML χ2 df RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR CFI NNFI 
Comparative Age
a
 55.77 91.60 5 .13 [.10-.16] .049 .97 .94 
Cognitive Age
b
 24.44 67.72 2 .14 [.09-.19] .028 .99 .97 
a. N = 606.  
b. N = 604. 
 
Table 12.2. Completely Standardized Factor Loadings for Comparative Age and Cognitive Age 
Scales 
Construct Item Standardized 
loading 
t-value Item 
reliability 
Comparative Age
a
 My interests and activities are most 
like those who are… 
.70 -- .49 
 Most of the time I FEEL… .76 17.51 .58 
 Most of the time I LOOK… .55 10.41 .30 
 
People who know me casually regard 
me as… 
.77 15.41 .60 
 
People who know me very well regard 
me as… 
.84 17.36 .70 
Cognitive Age
b
 I FEEL as though I am in my… .89 -- .82 
 I LOOK as though I am in my… .82 26.79 .68 
 
I DO most things as though I were in 
my… 
.90 29.72 .79 
 
My INTERESTS are mostly those of 
a person in his/her… 
.86 29.41 .72 
a. N = 606.  
b. N = 604. 
 
Summary of Findings from Measurement Evaluations 
 CFAs were conducted to verify the factor structure of the existing measures adopted in 
the current study. The five dimensions of OCB received empirical support, permitting the use of 
composite scores for each dimension. The acceptable fit of the second-order CFA model and 
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preceding empirical evidence (Hoffman et al. 2007; LePine et al., 2002) also guided us to form 
an overall composite score of OCB by averaging scores of its 20 items. With respect to prosocial 
and impression management motives, the CFA evidence indicated that the respondents appeared 
to distinguish between these two motives. Based on the validation of the two-factor structure, an 
index of prosocial motives was formed by averaging scores of the four items, and an index of 
impression management motives was formed by averaging scores of the 10 items. Finally, the 
data suggested that both the comparative age and cognitive age measures were unidimensional. 
The averaged scores of the five items of comparative age served as an index of comparative age; 
the averaged scores of the four items of cognitive age served as an index of cognitive age. 
Diagnosis of Common Method Variance 
 It is recognized that the correlational data collected from the same source in the current 
study might be subject to common method variance. Based on the recommendation by 
organizational psychologists (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), a Harman’s 
single factor test and a common latent factor CFA model were used to diagnose common method 
variance. All the items of different measures adopted in the current study (OCB, prosocial 
motives, impression management motives, role definitions, comparative age, cognitive age, and 
identity age; a total of 64 items) were entered into an EFA, using principal axis factoring as the 
extraction method with no rotation. The number of factors to extract was constrained to one. The 
EFA results suggested that a common factor accounted for only 13.571% of variance. In the 
CFA procedure, all the items of the measures loaded on a single factor. This one-factor CFA 
model did not fit the data well (RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .13, CFI = .45, NNFI = .43). The same 
tests were also conducted on the items of merely the measures of prime interest (44 items) in the 
current study by excluding the items of role definitions. Similar results were produced in that 
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method variance appeared to explain an insubstantial amount of variance (16.748%) based on the 
EFA results, while the goodness of fit indices derived from the CFA indicated poor fit of the 
one-factor structure (RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .12, CFI = .58, NNFI = .56). It must be 
acknowledged that the threat of common method variance was not eliminated by this diagnostic 
procedure (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, this procedure 
provides evidence that common method variance was not a primary source responsible for 
correlations among the items in the current study.  
Preliminary Analyses 
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability 
 Descriptive statistics were computed to examine the distribution of each non-
demographic variable. Table 13 presents means, standard deviations, and reliability estimates 
(Cronbach’s coefficient alpha) of all the non-demographic variables. The mean value of 
comparative age was 2.45 (SD = .683) on a 5-point response scale, indicating that respondents on 
average perceived themselves as slightly younger than others of similar age. While the average 
cognitive age of 2.78 (SD = .848) reflected a combination of felt age, look age, do age, and 
interest age falling near the age group of 36 to 45, the majority of self-ratings (76%) fell between 
1.50 and 3.50 on a six-point rating scale (1 = 16-25, 2 = 26-35, 3 = 36-45, 4 = 46-55, 5 = 56-65, 
6 = 66 and older). Concurrently, the average identity age (M = 2.58, SD = .519) located between 
the “young” and “middle-aged” groups. These two categories of age group descriptors consisted 
of 99% of the respondents, and merely five and eight respondents identified themselves as “very 
young” and “old,” respectively. In view of the tremendous gap in the size of groups, identity age 
was transformed into a binary variable by combining the “very young” and “young” respondents 
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into one age category (n = 254) and the “middle-aged” and “old” respondents into another (n = 
352).  
Table 13. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of Non-demographic Variables 
 Mean SD N of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 
Comparative Age
a
 2.45 .683 5 .85 
Cognitive Age
b
 2.78 .848 4 .92 
Identity Age
c
 2.58 .519 1 N/A 
Prosocial Motives
a
 6.26 .743 4 .88 
Impression Management
a
 3.31 1.482 10 .91 
Altruism
a
 6.26 .820 4 .82 
Conscientiousness
a
 6.07 .976 4 .74 
Sportsmanship
a
 5.80 1.118 4 .73 
Courtesy
a
 6.33 .637 4 .64 
Civic Virtue
a
 6.22 .833 4 .80 
Overall OCB
a
 6.14 .544 20 .81 
Role Definitions – Altruisma 4.79 1.600 4 .86 
Role Definitions – Conscientiousa 5.66 1.233 4 .77 
Role Definitions – Sportsmanshipc 4.96 1.665 4 .88 
Role Definitions – Courtesyc 5.89 1.200 4 .85 
Role Definitions – Civic Virtuea 5.62 1.361 4 .85 
Overall Role Definitions
a
 5.38 1.020 20 .91 
Note. The number of cases for internal reliability of each multi-item measure was not necessarily 
identical to the number of cases for descriptive statistics due to missing values. 
a. N = 607 
b. N = 604 
c. N = 606 
 
The mean values of prosocial motives (M = 6.26, SD = .743), altruism (M = 6.26, SD 
= .820), conscientiousness (M = 6.07, SD = .976), sportsmanship (M = 5.80, SD = 1.118), 
courtesy (M = 6.33, SD = .637), civic virtue (M = 6.22, SD = .833), and overall OCB (M = 6.14, 
SD = .544) were well above the mid-point of the 7-point rating scale, suggesting that employees’ 
concern for others, in general, was a highly relevant force dictating their OCBs and that they 
very much engaged in OCBs. Noteworthy is that the median scores of these seven variables fell 
between 6.00 and 6.50, suggesting a large number of respondents scoring at or near the upper 
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limit of the response scale on these variables. The current study recognized that this 
distributional phenomenon essentially introduced ceiling effects, which in turn might pose a 
threat to the correlational and regression analyses of the current study (Hessling, Traxel, & 
Schmidt, 2004). Alternatively, the high average scores and the negatively-skewed distributions 
of these desirable motive and behavioral traits led us to speculate that the self-ratings might be in 
part biased by social desirable responses, which reflect “the tendency to give overly positive self-
descriptions” (Paulhus, 2002, p. 50).  
In contrast to prosocial motives, the mean score of impression management motives (M = 
3.31, SD = 1.482) was slightly lower than the mid-point of the rating scale. While this motive 
variable had wider variation in its responses as opposed to the prosocial motives variable, the 
threat of social desirability biases might still exist and operate in a different direction. Very low 
scores on impression management motives might on the one hand express respondents’ little 
concern over how others would view them when performing OCBs, but on the other hand 
indicate denial of perceived negative attributes associated impression management tactics.  
Since the five OCB dimensions were treated as separate variables, five role definitions 
variables for each dimension were created, with the mean scores ranging from 4.79 (altruism) to 
5.89 (courtesy). The obtained high mean values of the role definitions variables indicated that the 
respondents generally viewed OCBs as part of their job. While the current study again 
recognized the threat of social desirability biases, the findings in relation to role definitions 
echoed previous work’s (Morrison, 1994; Pond, Nacoste, Mohr, & Rodriguez, 1997; Turnispeed 
& Wilson, 2009; Vey & Campbell, 2004) criticisms on the discretionary nature of OCBs as 
specified in Organ’s definition of OCB (Organ, 1988; Organ et al., 2006). An overall index of 
role definitions (M = 5.38, SD = 1.020) was formed by averaging all the 20 scale items.  
156

The instruments employed in this study were then diagnosed for internal consistency 
reliability. Table 13 shows that the instruments yielded acceptable reliability estimates 
(Cronbach’s alpha coefficients: .64 - .92). As the earlier CFA results showed that 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and courtesy had items with relatively lower factor loadings, 
this might explain why these three OCB subscales produced lower Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.  
Outliers 
Univariate outliers on the outcome variables of the current study (prosocial motives, 
impression management motives, and OCBs) were detected using boxplots in SPSS 20.0. In this 
program, values farther than 1.5 interquartile ranges from the nearer edge of the box were 
identified as outliers, and those even farther than 3 interquartile ranges were considered to be 
extreme values (Weinberg & Abramowitz, 2002). No outliers were identified on impression 
management motives. As the distributions of prosocial motives, altruism, conscientiousness, 
sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue were found to be highly skewed to the left, scale scores 
lower than 4.50, 4.875, 3.625, 3.00, 4.875 and 3.875 on a 7-point response scale for prosocial 
motives, altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue, respectively, 
were identified as outliers, suggesting that 14, 29, 16, 10, 15, and 9 outliers on these respective 
variables. As far as extreme values are concerned, the analysis identified six on altruism with 
rating scores no greater than 3.25, four on conscientiousness with scores lower than 1.75, two on 
courtesy with scores lower than 3.75, and two on civic virtue with scores lower than 2.00, 
resulting in a total of 10 respondents who provided at least one extreme value. The results of 
outlier detection suggested that a total of 69 respondents, roughly 11% of the entire sample, 
provided at least one answer that deviated from the norm in this sample. A logistic regression 
analysis was employed to examine whether demographic backgrounds of this particular group 
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differed from the rest of the respondents. The results indicated that none of the demographic 
variables, including sex, race, age, education level, position level, organizational tenure, and 
functional areas, were significant at p < .05.  
Although a sizeable number of respondents were identified as outliers on prosocial 
motives and OCBs, most of their responses that fell within the mid-range of the scales might be 
still representative of some segment of the population. The identified extreme values, particularly 
the ones associated with altruism and courtesy, were the cases that appeared to be aberrant. 
Assuming that a certain level of collaboration and cooperation was required in public parks and 
recreation agencies, employees who did not help or touch base with other colleagues at all might 
not be common. There were five respondents scoring one on altruism, while three of them were 
also responsible for three of the four lowest scores on conscientiousness. Their high scores on the 
remaining three OCB dimensions and prosocial motives, along with the inferences about their 
job responsibilities based on their demographic data, led us to cast doubt on the accuracy and 
validity of their low scores. After all, the OCB scale was the first set of questions facing the 
respondents and began with the items for altruism, which were followed by the items for 
conscientiousness.  
An average score of one was also found on courtesy from one respondent and 
conscientiousness from another. As the courtesy items related to actions that eased collaboration, 
scoring one out of seven on courtesy might not represent normal organizational behavior 
phenomena. In view of this respondent’s scoring pattern over sportsmanship, courtesy and civic 
virtue, it is speculated that the reverse-coded items for sportsmanship might have altered this 
respondent’s perception of the response choices for the subsequent questions as to courtesy and 
civic virtue. As far as the outlier on conscientiousness was concerned, the researcher received 
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explanations for low scores on conscientiousness from several respondents. The common 
problem facing them was working overtime, leading them to take longer breaks when they could, 
even though they were aware of being “conscientious” as part of their job. Without knowing 
whether this was the actual reason for the extreme case on conscientiousness, from this particular 
respondent’s rating pattern, a relatively strict standard in his/her evaluation of conscientiousness 
as opposed to others was observed.  
 It is recognized that the presence of outliers in correlational analyses might give rise to 
misleading results. Prior to computation of intercorrelations, a set of scatterplots were generated. 
In the scatterplots, values of the motives and OCBs were plotted against the age measures. At  
first glance, the scatterplots in Figure 3 appeared to verify that prosocial motives and OCBs as 
outcome variables were liable to ceiling effects, and in the meanwhile suggested that impression 
management motives might exhibit some level of floor effects (Hessling, Schmidt, & Traxel, 
2004), with some concentration of respondents scoring near the lower limit of the response scale.  
The scatterplots also graphically presented outliers from a bivariate perspective. It 
appeared that 12 of the 14 extreme values identified from a univariate perspective (five on 
altruism, four on conscientiousness, one on courtesy, and two on civic virtue) were also outliers 
over bivariate relationships. The remaining two univariate extreme cases on altruism (3.25) and 
courtesy (3.25), respectively, did not seem to be severe influential observations in the plots. 
According to Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2010), researchers should consider the 
representativeness of the sample before deleting outliers from the data. Based on the earlier 
conjectures, it can be argued that the five extreme values of one on altruism, the four lowest 
scores on conscientiousness, the score of one on courtesy, and one of the two extreme values on 
civic virtue might require explanations outside the studied parameters or reflect rating errors. As 
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Figure 3. Scatterplots 
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Figure 3. (continued) 
 
 
 
 
far as the other one low score (1.5) on civic virtue was concerned, the respondent’s low score on 
its role definition (1.5) might provide a valid explanation. Taken together, only the 11 extreme 
values were not considered to be part of the normal population.  
Given that defining outliers in a dataset is usually a subjective process (Penny & Jolliffe, 
2001), intercorrelations computed from the data retaining those 11 extreme values were 
contrasted against the results that excluded the identified extreme values. Zero-order correlations 
were computed between demographic characteristics, motives, OCBs, and role definitions. From 
the contrast, some noticeable changes in statistical significance of correlation coefficients were 
found. Those 11 extreme values (a total of seven cases) from the correlation analysis were then 
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removed accordingly. To produce consistent results, the seven cases with those extreme values 
were also excluded from the further regression analyses for hypothesis testing.  
Correlations 
 Table 14 presents the results of correlation analyses. The correlations between age 
measures, the two motives, and OCBs were particularly of interest as they provided a 
preliminary outlook on the proposed research model of the current study. Chronological age was 
positively associated with prosocial motives, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and 
overall OCB, and negatively associated with impression management motives. As expected, the 
data yielded significantly positive correlations of prosocial motives with all the five OCB 
subdimensions and overall OCB. However, counter to theoretical postulations for the positive 
relationship between impression management motives and OCBs (Bolino, 1999; Rioux & Penner, 
2001), the analyses in Table 14 revealed significantly negative correlations of such motives with 
all the five OCB subdimensions and overall OCB.  
 The findings regarding correlations between age measures echoed earlier research on 
subjective age identity (e.g., Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002; Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland et 
al., 1997; Kaufman & Elder, 2002; Montepare & Lachman, 1989). Chronological age was found 
to be highly, positively associated with identity age and cognitive age as well as moderately, 
negatively correlated with comparative age in the current study (see Table 14). Identity age and 
cognitive age were found to share similar patterns in their associations with motives and OCBs. 
Both these two subjective age measures were uncorrelated with prosocial motives, but had a 
significant, negative association with impression management motives. They were positively 
correlated with conscientiousness and overall OCB. As opposed to chronological age and the 
other two subjective age measures, comparative age was found to be negatively associated with 
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prosocial motives, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic virtue and overall OCB. Alternatively, 
a significant, positive correlation was found between comparative age and impression 
management motives. 
Table 14. Intercorrelations  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Sexa             
2. Raceb  .08            
3. ED .01 -.07           
4. PO .10* -.06 .32**          
5. OT .01 .01 -.18** .08         
6. JT .06 .03 -.15** .06 .70**        
7. PT .11** -.05 .01 .31** .71** .56**       
8. ChrA .04 -.05 -.15** .18** .53** .50** .60**      
9. IdAc .05 .00 -.11* .15** .38** .34** .41** .66**     
10. CgA .02 -.09* -.16** .14** .46** .42** .48** .82** .66**    
11. CmA .04 -.00 -.01 -.13** -.16** -.15** -.23** -.48** -.14** -.07   
12. PM -.09* -.04 .06 .16** .03 .02 .09* .12** .07 .06 -.14**  
13. IMM .14** .08 -.04 -.19** -.17** -.09* -.24** -.28** -.20** -.18** .23** -.12** 
14. Altr -.13** -.09* .01 .13** -.01 -.00 .02 .01 .01 .02 -.01 .46** 
15. Cons -.07 .06 -.15** .04 .08 .05 .08 .26** .25** .24** -.15** .23** 
16. Spor -.01 .04 .07 .17** -.04 .03 .03 .14** .05 .04 -.20** .28** 
17. Cour -.13** -.06 .01 .10* -.03 -.03 .02 .02 -.05 .01 -.07 .42** 
18. CV -.09* -.09* .23** .33** -.05 -.07 .10* .09* .04 .05 -.13** .41** 
19. OCB -.12** -.02 .05 .24** -.01 .00 .08 .19** .11* .13** -.20** .54** 
20. RDA .18** -.02 -.01 .21** .10* .11** .13** .22** .14** .19** -.09* .05 
21. RDCn .01 -.06 -.12** -.15** .05 .09* .00 .10* .01 .11* -.06 .12** 
22. RDS -.03 -.07 .05 .09* .01 -.01 .02 .07 .05 .02 -.05 .16** 
23. RDCr .02 -.10* .12** .10* .03 .03 .04 .12** .08 .08* -.07 .18** 
24. RDCV -.02 -.11** .16** .28** .05 .04 .16** .18** .11** .13** -.09* .23** 
25. RD .05 -.10* .06 .16** .07 .07 .10* .20** .11* .15** -.10* .20** 
26. OSd  -.04 .04 -.06 -.17** .03 -.10* -.03 -.02 -.04 .02 .03 -.03 
Note. Listwise Deletion. N = 556.  
ED = Education; PO = Position; OT = Organizational Tenure; JT= Job Tenure; PT = Tenure in Profession; ChrA = Chronological 
Age; IdA = Identity Age; CgA = Cognitive Age; CmA  = Comparative Age; PM = Prosocial Motives; IMM = Impression 
Management Motives; Altr = Altruism; Cons = Conscientiousness; Spor = Sportsmanship; Cour = Courtesy; CV = Civic Virtue; 
OCB = Overall Organizational Citizenship Behavior; RDA = Role Definitions of Altruism; RDCn = Role Definitions of 
Conscientiousness; RDS = Role Definitions of Sportsmanship; RDCr = Role Definitions of Courtesy; RDCV = Role Definitions 
of Civic Virtue; RD = Role Definitions; OS = Organizational Size 
a. Sex was coded female = 0 and male = 1 
b. Race was coded white = 0 and all else = 1 
c. Identity age was coded older = 1 and younger = 0 
d. An ordinal variable with five groups (≤ 20, 21-40, 41-60, 61-80, ≥81) 
** p<.01 
* p<.05 
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Table 14. (continued) 
 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
1. Sexa              
2. Raceb               
3. ED              
4. PO              
5. OT              
6. JT              
7. PT              
8. ChrA              
9. IdAc              
10. CgA              
11. CmA              
12. PM              
13. IMM              
14. Altr -.17**             
15. Cons -.19** .21**            
16. Spor -.25** .18** .22**           
17. Cour -.15** .45** .17** .16**          
18. CV -.18** .37** .21** .25** .38**         
19. OCB -.31** .62** .60** .68** .59** .67**        
20. RDA -.00 .07 .07 .15** .00 .10* .13**       
21. RDCn .01 .04 .17** .04 .09* .01 .11** .17**      
22. RDS -.00 .05 .06 .17** .08 .15** .17** .39** .30**     
23. RDCr -.01 .13** .04 .15** .20** .14** .20** .43** .35** .54**    
24. RDCV -.07 .12** .11** .23** .14** .41** .33** .37** .22** .49** .51**   
25. RD -.02 .11** .12** .21** .14** .23** .26** .69** .54** .79** .78** .72**  
26. OSd  -.03 .02 .06 .01 .00 -.06 .01 .01 -.05 -.05 -.02 -.10* -.06 
Note. Listwise Deletion. N = 556.  
ED = Education; PO = Position; OT = Organizational Tenure; JT= Job Tenure; PT = Tenure in Profession; ChrA = Chronological 
Age; IdA = Identity Age; CgA = Cognitive Age; CmA  = Comparative Age; PM = Prosocial Motives; IMM = Impression 
Management Motives; Altr = Altruism; Cons = Conscientiousness; Spor = Sportsmanship; Cour = Courtesy; CV = Civic Virtue; 
OCB = Overall Organizational Citizenship Behavior; RDA = Role Definitions of Altruism; RDCn = Role Definitions of 
Conscientiousness; RDS = Role Definitions of Sportsmanship; RDCr = Role Definitions of Courtesy; RDCV = Role Definitions 
of Civic Virtue; RD = Role Definitions; OS = Organizational Size 
a. Sex was coded female = 0 and male = 1 
b. Race was coded white = 0 and all else = 1 
c. Identity age was coded older = 1 and younger = 0 
d. An ordinal variable with five groups (≤ 20, 21-40, 41-60, 61-80, ≥81) 
** p<.01 
* p<.05 
 
Post Hoc Analyses 
Post-hoc cross-tabulation analyses were performed to better understand the two-way 
frequency distribution of chronological age and subjective age measures. Cognitive age was not 
included in this analysis because it was difficult to categorize scale scores of this age measure 
into meaningful groups. Comparative age rated on a 5-point scale was transformed into a 
categorical variable with three levels: younger than same-age peers, nearly as old as same-age 
peers, and older than same-age peers. More specifically, the “younger” category was assigned to 
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those with an average score lower than 2.49; the “nearly as old as” category was assigned to 
those with an average score ranging from 2.5 to 3.49; the “older” category was assigned to those 
with an average score greater than 3.5. Three arbitrarily defined chronological age groups (i.e., 
18-35, 36-50, and 51 and older) were also created for the analyses.  
Table 15 illustrates the results of cross-tabulation analyses. As expected, the cross-
tabulation of chronological age by identity age suggested that the proportion of the respondents 
identifying with “very young” or “young” as age descriptors decreased with age, whereas the 
proportion of the respondents identifying with “middle aged” or “old” as age descriptors 
increased with age. As shown in the cross-tabulation of chronological age by comparative age, 
the proportion of the respondents who perceived themselves to be older than same-age peers 
substantially dropped for the two older age groups as opposed to the age group of 18 to 35 years 
old. Interestingly, the majority of the respondents from the two older chronological age groups 
shared perceptions of being younger than same-age peers.  
Table 15. Cross Tabulations of Chronological Age by Identity Age and Comparative Age 
 Chronological Age Groups  
 18-35 36-50 51 and older 
Identity Age
a
    
Very young or young 151 (25.2%) 85 (14.2%) 14 (2.3%) 
Middle aged or old 26 (4.3%) 133 (22.2%) 190 (31.7%) 
Comparative Age
b
    
Younger than same-age peers 47 (7.8%) 135 (22.5%) 150 (25%) 
Nearly as old as same-age peers 98 (16.3%) 76 (12.7%) 50 (8.3%) 
Older than same-age peers 32 (5.3%) 8 (1.3%) 4 (.7%) 
a. N = 599 
b. N = 600 
Hypothesis Testing 
 Because the data of prosocial motives, impression management motives, the five OCB 
dimensions, and overall OCB were deviant from normal distributions, a bootstrap approach that 
does not require distributional assumptions (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Chernick, 2008) in 
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conjunction with regression analyses was used in SPSS 20.0 to test the proposed hypotheses. A 
bootstrap sample is generated by resampling with replacement, in which an observation can be 
repeated more than once. Given a set number of bootstrap iterations, the bias of an estimator can 
be estimated and a bootstrap estimate of the corresponding population parameter can be 
determined (Chernick, 2008). In the current study, a bootstrapping procedure was incorporated to 
form bootstrapped confidence intervals as significance tests. The number of bootstrap resampling 
was specified as 2,000 in each bootstrapping procedure.  
While methodologists have recommended the use of bootstrapped confidence intervals 
for statistical inferences (Chernick, 2008; Wood, 2005), the percentile method and the bias-
corrected and accelerated method are two of the widely discussed methods to produce bootstrap 
confidence intervals. The percentile method directly uses percentile values of the generated 
bootstrap distribution to construct a confidence interval for a parameter (Briggs, 2006; Campbell 
& Torgerson, 1999). Consider a real-valued parameter θ from the population and a sample 
estimate t. If the bootstrapping procedure consists of K bootstrapped samples of size n, it will 
generates K values of the bootstrap estimate t
*
, creating the sampling distribution of t (Briggs, 
2006; Chernick, 2008). For the percentile method, these K values are ordered and the 
corresponding values at the 100(α/2)th and 100(1 - α/2)th percentiles determine the confidence 
limits for θ.  
It is noted that “the percentile method works if exactly 50% of the bootstrap distribution 
for” the estimate t is less than the original estimate t (Chernick, 2008, p. 60). Sometimes the 
estimate from the original sample does not fall at the 50
th
 percentile. Efron and Tibshirani (1986) 
proposed the bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa) method to remedy this problem and to better 
achieve the asymmetry of the exact interval. The BCa method makes an adjustment for bias and 
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skewness by incorporating a bias-correction constant and an acceleration constant (Chernick, 
2008; Efron & Tibshirani, 1986). Because of these two additional considerations, the BCa 
method requires less restrictive assumptions and improves the accuracy of bootstrap confidence 
intervals (Efron & Tibshirani, 1986; Efron, 1987). 
Simulation studies consistently suggested that the BCa method outperformed the 
percentile method (Briggs, 2006; Kelley, 2005). Therefore, BCa 95% bootstrap confidence 
intervals derived for regression coefficients were utilized to evaluate statistical significance of 
the coefficients. Stine (1989) noted that the bootstrap method cannot eliminate the potential 
problems of outliers in regression models. As discussed earlier, the seven cases with extreme 
values on OCBs were excluded from the data for further regression analyses.  
 To maintain parsimony of regression models, not all non-age demographic attributes 
served as control variables. As shown in Table 14, job tenure and tenure in profession were 
highly correlated with organizational tenure. As these three tenure variables might provide 
similar information, only organizational tenure was retained as one of the control variables. 
Additionally, due to questionable validity and insignificant associations with response variables, 
organizational size was not included as a control variable in regression analyses.  
Research Question 1: How does employees’ chronological age relate to their OCBs? 
 Hypothesis 1 proposed that chronological age would form a curvilinear relationship with 
OCB in that middle-aged employees would be likely to have the highest level of organizational 
citizenship behavior. An age-squared term was derived from centered age to determine the 
curvilinear pattern of age-related OCB relationships. To test the curvilinear relationships of age 
with each OCB dimension (altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic 
virtue) and overall OCB, the current study ran six separate hierarchical regression models in 
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tandem with bootstrap resampling. The non-age demographic attributes (sex, race, education 
level, position level, functional areas, and organizational tenure) were entered into the first block, 
followed by (centered) chronological age in the second block. An age-squared term was inserted 
as the third block in each regression model.  
 Contrary to the expectation, the results of hierarchical regression analyses along with a 
bootstrap approach indicated that the age-squared term was not a significant predictor of altruism 
(B = .000, ns; see Table 16.1), conscientiousness (B = .000, ns; see Table 16.2), sportsmanship 
(B = .000, ns; see Table 16.3), courtesy (B = .000, ns; see Table 16.4), civic virtue (B = .000, ns; 
see Table 16.5), and overall OCB (B = .000, ns; see Table 16.6). The age-squared term failed to 
account for a significant amount of variance in any OCB dimension and overall OCB. 
Hypothesis 1 was not supported.  
Instead of finding a curvilinear relationship between age and OCBs, the results of 
bootstrapped confidence intervals suggested that age appeared to be a significant predictor of 
conscientiousness (B = .020), sportsmanship (B = .021) and overall OCB (B = .009) in a linear 
fashion. The age term contributed to a significant change in explained variance in 
conscientiousness (ΔR2 = .038, p < .001), sportsmanship (ΔR2 = .026, p < .001) and overall OCB 
(ΔR2 = .022, p < .001). Cohen’s f 2 effect sizes for chronological age were .042 on 
conscientiousness, .028 on sportsmanship, and .025 on overall OCB. While the relationships of 
age with two specific OCBs and overall OCB were positive, the rather small unstandardized 
regression coefficients and effect sizes appeared to indicate age as a distal predictor of OCBs. 
Worth noting is that due to ceiling effects in the ratings of OCBs, restricted range might have 
attenuated the magnitudes of the age effects.  
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Table 16.1. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Altruism 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .060 4.515
***
 .046 4.515
***
     
Sex     -.149
*
 .057 -.267 -.028 
Race     -.203 .150 -.513 .098 
Education     -.066 .039 -.140 .008 
Position     .101
*
 .033 .038 .165 
Org. Tenure     .001 .004 -.006 .007 
Parks     -.210
*
 .084 -.375 -.043 
Recreation     -.124 .068 -.271 .022 
Other Function     -.184 .103 -.388 .029 
Block 2 .001 .899 .046 4.113
***
     
Age     -.003 .003 -.009 .003 
Block 3 .000 .073 .045 3.703
***
     
Age-Squared     .000 .000 .000 .000 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion.Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001 
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
 
Table 16.2. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Conscientiousness 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .061 4.658
***
 .048 4.658
***
     
Sex     -.149 .079 -.309 .006 
Race     .256 .134 -.037 .503 
Education     -.150
*
 .046 -.237 -.058 
Position     .034 .034 -.034 .098 
Org. Tenure     -.010
*
 .004 -.018 -.002 
Parks     -.035 .104 -.241 .174 
Recreation     -.096 .093 -.289 .099 
Other Function     .142 .113 -.085 .358 
Block 2 .038 23.800
***
 .085 6.951
***
     
Age     .020
*
 .004 .013 .029 
Block 3 .001 .754 .085 6.329
***
     
Age-Squared     .000 .000 -.001 .000 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion.Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001 
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
 
169

Table 16.3. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Sportsmanship 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .039 2.921
**
 .026 2.921
**
     
Sex     -.033 .097 -.229 .164 
Race     .290 .234 -.245 .764 
Education     .015 .066 -.109 .132 
Position     .148
*
 .056 .040 .255 
Org. Tenure     -.020
*
 .007 -.033 -.006 
Parks     -.183 .138 -.445 .076 
Recreation     -.054 .115 -.284 .170 
Other Function     -.098 .166 -.412 .205 
Block 2 .026 15.629
***
 .050 4.400
***
     
Age     .021
*
 .005 .010 .031 
Block 3 .001 .616 .050 4.019
***
     
Age-Squared     .000 .000 -.001 .001 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001 
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
 
Table 16.4. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Courtesy 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .032 2.317
*
 .018 2.317
*
     
Sex     -.140
*
 .052 -.241 -.038 
Race     .103 .135 -.385 .147 
Education     -.030 .036 -.100 .033 
Position     .060 .031 -.002 .123 
Org. Tenure     -.002 .003 -.008 .005 
Parks     -.054 .071 -.198 .080 
Recreation     -.051 .063 -.177 .073 
Other Function     -.147 .102 -.349 .042 
Block 2 .000 .001 .016 2.056
*
     
Age     .000 .003 -.005 .005 
Block 3 .000 .226 .015 1.871
*
     
Age-Squared     .000 .000 -.000 .001 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001 
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
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Table 16.5. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Civic Virtue 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .157 13.252
***
 .145 13.252
***
     
Sex     -.132
*
 .060 -.253 -.008 
Race     -.159 .189 -.561 .207 
Education     .118
*
 .049 .020 .214 
Position     .213
*
 .037 .139 .292 
Org. Tenure     -.006 .005 -.016 .002 
Parks     -.158 .085 -.330 .018 
Recreation     -.103 .068 -.241 .036 
Other Function     -.388
*
 .149 -.704 -.087 
Block 2 .004 2.723 .148 12.118
***
     
Age     .006 .004 -.002 .013 
Block 3 .002 1.312 .148 11.043
***
     
Age-Squared     .000 .000 -.001 .000 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001 
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
 
Table 16.6. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Overall OCB 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .093 7.321
***
 .081 7.321
***
     
Sex     -.121
*
 .043 -.202 -.038 
Race     .016 .112 -.213 .231 
Education     -.023 .030 -.081 .035 
Position     .111
*
 .024 .063 .158 
Org. Tenure     -.007
*
 .003 -.013 -.002 
Parks     -.128
*
 .059 -.252 -.011 
Recreation     -.085 .052 -.192 .022 
Other Function     -.135 .084 -.308 .039 
Block 2 .022 13.925
***
 .101 8.202
***
     
Age     .009
*
 .002 .004 .013 
Block 3 .001 .947 .101 7.476
***
     
Age-Squared     .000 .000 -.001 .000 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001 
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
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Research Question 2: Do employees demonstrate any age differences in prosocial and 
impression management motives for OCBs? 
 Hypothesis 2a proposed a positive relationship between chronological age and prosocial 
motives, whereas hypothesis 2b predicted a negative relationship between chronological age and 
impression management motives. These two motive variables were regressed separately on non-
age demographic variables (sex, race, education level, position level, functional areas, and 
organizational tenure) and chronological age. Non-age demographic variables were entered into 
the first block and chronological age was input into the second block. A bootstrap method was 
implemented to obtain bias-corrected estimates of standard errors and bootstrapped confidence 
intervals.  
 The results of the bootstrapped regression analysis showed that chronological age was 
significantly related to prosocial motives with the obtained bootstrapped confidence interval not 
including zero (B = .006, BCa 95% CI = [.000, .013]; see Table 17.1). Since the bootstrapped 
significance test for change in R
2 
was not available on SPSS, the normal theory based test 
suggested that the amount of variance in prosocial motives explained by age appeared marginally 
significant (ΔR2 = .005, p = .076), with a small Cohen’s f 2 effect size of .005. In spite of this 
inconsistency, the predicted relationship between age and prosocial motives at least received 
marginal significance. Accordingly, Hypothesis 2a was treated as if it was confirmed in the data. 
The results of the analysis indicated that younger age was significantly predictive of higher 
impression management motives (B = -.033, BCa 95% CI = [-.047, -.020]; see Table 17.2). A 
significant change in explained variance by chronological age beyond non-age demographic 
attributes was found in impression management motives (ΔR2 = .038, p < .001), yielding a small 
Cohen’s f 2 effect size of .044. Thus, hypothesis 2b was supported. 
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Table 17.1. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Prosocial Motives 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .036 2.654
**
 .022 2.605
**
     
Sex     -.136 .063 -.263 .002 
Race     -.048 .153 -.357 .243 
Education     -.007 .043 -.087 .076 
Position     .099
*
 .039 .022 .175 
Org. Tenure     -.003 .004 -.011 .006 
Parks     -.065 .096 -.268 .130 
Recreation     -.055 .082 -.223 .105 
Other Function     -.145 .115 -.375 .086 
Block 2 .005 3.156 .026 2.719
**
     
Age     .006
*
 .003 .000 .013 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001  
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
 
Table 17.2. Hierarchical Regression Results for Age Predicting Impression Management Motives 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .094 7.383
***
 .081 7.383
***
     
Sex     .423
*
 .124 .194 .648 
Race     .345 .243 -.155 .835 
Education     -.034 .085 -.188 .126 
Position     -.222
*
 .069 -.360 -.079 
Org. Tenure     -.006 .008 -.021 .010 
Parks     .176 .175 -.167 .527 
Recreation     -.040 .161 -.362 .284 
Other Function     -.253 .197 -.630 .105 
Block 2 .038 24.792
***
 .118 9.592
***
     
Age     -.033
*
 .007 -.047 -.020 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001  
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
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Post Hoc Analyses  
Owing to small effects of age obtained from the data, post hoc analyses were performed 
to assess moderating effects of other demographic attributes, such as sex, education, position, 
and the functional areas, on the studied relationships. Race was not considered because the 
majority of the respondents in the current study were Caucasians.  
Four separate hierarchical regression analyses were performed to test moderation effects 
of the aforementioned demographic variables. Given functional areas involving three dummy 
variables, six cross-product terms (i.e., age × sex, age × education, age × position, age × parks, 
age × recreation, and age × other functions) were created to represent potential moderation 
effects. In each regression analysis, demographic variables were entered into the first block, 
followed by the cross-product term(s) of interest in the second block. The results showed that the 
moderation effects of sex, education and position on relationships of age with prosocial (Bage×sex 
= -.009, BCa 95% CI = [-.019, .001]; Bage×education = .003, BCa 95% CI = [-.004, .011]; Bage×position 
= .001, BCa 95% CI = [-.005, .007]) and impression management motives (Bage×sex = .018, BCa 
95% CI = [-.002, .037]; Bage×education = .002, BCa 95% CI = [-.013, .017]; Bage×position = -.006, BCa 
95% CI = [-.017, .006]) were not statistically significant. As far as functional areas are concerned, 
the relationship between age and impression management motives was not found to differ 
between parks staff and non-parks staff (Bage×parks = .018, BCa 95% CI = [-.014, .051]; 
Bage×recreation = .023, BCa 95% CI = [-.005, .051]; Bage×other = .023, BCa 95% CI = [-.010, .057]). 
However, the relationship between age and prosocial motives appeared to differ for parks staff as 
opposed to employees of other functional areas (Bage×parks = -.027, BCa 95% CI = [-.045, -.010]; 
see Table 17.3).  
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To interpret this significant interaction, simple regression slopes were plotted at parks = 1 
and non-parks = 0. Following the statistical procedure suggested in Cohen et al. (2003), simple 
slope analyses were conducted to test statistical significance of simple regression slopes of 
prosocial motives on age at parks = 1 and non-parks = 0. The analysis suggested that the 
relationship between age and prosocial motives was significantly positive for non-parks 
employees (B = .015, t(565) = 2.665, p < .01), albeit probably negative for parks employees (B = -
.012, t(565) = -1.738, p = .083; see Figure 4). This might, to some extent, explain the merely 
marginal significance of the overall relationship between age and prosocial motives.  
Table 17.3. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects of Functional Areas on 
Prosocial Motives 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .041 2.719
**
 .026 2.719
**
     
Age     .015
*
 .006 .004 .028 
Sex     -.127 .066 -.267 .002 
Race     -.036 .149 -.342 .263 
Education     -.004 .044 -.092 .082 
Position     .086
*
 .037 .010 .156 
Org. Tenure     -.001 .004 -.009 .007 
Parks     .025 .101 -.175 .218 
Recreation     -.014 .085 -.178 .158 
Other Funct.     -.120 .128 -.376 .122 
Block 2 .016 3.283
*
 .038 2.884
**
     
Age × Parks     -.027
*
 .009 -.045 -.010 
Age × Rec     -.009 .008 -.025 .006 
Age × Other      -.007 .010 -.025 .012 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap 
sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval.  
*** p < .001  
** p < .01  
* p < .05 or BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
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Figure 4. Regression Slopes for the Interaction of Age and Parks Predicting Prosocial Motives 
 
 
Research Question 3: Do prosocial and impression management motives mediate the 
relationship between chronological age and OCBs? 
 The current study proposed that prosocial motives (hypothesis 3a) and impression 
management motives (hypothesis 3b) would serve as mediators in the relationship between age 
and OCBs. The mediation hypotheses were tested using an SPSS macro designed by Preacher 
and Hayes (2008), which incorporated the causal-step procedure by Baron and Kenny (1986) and 
assessed the estimate of the indirect effect (the product of coefficients) with a bootstrap approach 
to obtain confidence intervals. Chronological age was input as the independent variable; 
prosocial and impression management motives were entered as the proposed mediators; the five 
OCB dimensions (altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue) and overall 
OCB were input as the dependent variable in separate tests; non-age demographic variables were 
entered as control variables. It should be noted that this application did not produce bootstrapped 
confidence intervals for direct effects and control variables.  
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Table 18.1 summarizes the results of bootstrapped mediation analyses. Table 18.2 
presents the results of the traditional stepwise approach for each dependent variable. Based on 
the obtained 95% BCa confidence intervals, prosocial motives significantly mediated the effect 
of age on altruism (B = .0022, BCa 95% CI = [.000, .048]), conscientiousness (B = .0014, BCa 
95% CI = [.000, .035]), sportsmanship (B = .0021, BCa 95% CI = [.000, .050]) and civic virtue 
(B = .0014, BCa 95% CI = [.000, .038]). The obtained 95% BCa confidence intervals contained 
zero for the indirect effect of age through prosocial motives on courtesy and overall OCB (see 
Table 18.1), suggesting that the mediation effect of prosocial motives in the relationships of age 
with these two dependent variables was not significant. With a lower confidence level, the 
indirect effect of age through prosocial motives on courtesy (B = .0019, BCa 90% CI = 
[.002, .038]) and overall OCB (B = .0020, BCa 90% CI = [.003, .039]) appeared to be significant. 
To be consistent with the prespecified evaluation standard of statistical significance, the 
mediation effect of prosocial motives on courtesy and overall OCB was not concluded to be 
significant. The positive values of the coefficients of indirect effects support the predicted 
directions of mediation paths, indicating that, while prosocial motives increased with age, 
prosocial motives were positively related to altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and 
civic virtue. Therefore, hypothesis 3a was partially supported.  
Consistent with the prediction, the obtained 95% BCa confidence intervals for the 
indirect effect of age through impression management motives did not include zero for all the 
OCB subdimensions and overall OCB (see Table 18.1), suggesting statistically significant 
mediation effects of impression management motives. Only one of the six obtained 99% BCa 
confidence intervals contained zero, indicating greater confidence for the statistical significance 
of the mediation effects of impression management motives in the relationships of age with 
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altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and overall OCB. Thus, hypothesis 3b 
was supported. Furthermore, the positive values of the coefficients of indirect effects reveal that, 
while impression management motives decreased with age, impression management motives 
were negatively related to altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue.  
In spite of statistical significance, it is recognized that the estimated strengths of 
mediation effects of prosocial and impression management motives were rather small. The 
coefficients for the indirect effect of age through prosocial motives varied from .0014 in the 
model of conscientiousness and .0022 in the models of altruism; the coefficients for the indirect 
effect of age through impression management motives varied from .0013 in the models of 
courtesy and civic virtue to .0051 in the model of sportsmanship (see Table 18.1).  
Table 18.1. Bootstrap Results for Mediation Effects 
   Bootstrapping 
Mediators B S.E. BCa 95% CI  BCa 99% CI 
   Lower Upper  Lower Upper 
   Altruism    
Prosocial motives .0022
*
 .0012 .0000 .0048  -.0010 .0059 
Impression management motives .0019
*
 .0007 .0007 .0036  .0004 .0047 
   Conscientiousness    
Prosocial motives .0014
*
 .0009 .0000 .0035  -.0006 .0044 
Impression management motives .0027
*
 .0010 .0010 .0050  .0007 .0057 
   Sportsmanship    
Prosocial motives .0021
*
 .0012 .0000 .0050  -.0008 .0057 
Impression management motives .0051
*
 .0015 .0026 .0084  .0018 .0100 
   Courtesy    
Prosocial motives .0019 .0011 -.0002 .0041  -.0008 .0049 
Impression management motives .0013
*
 .0006 .0003 .0028  .0000 .0035 
   Civic Virtue    
Prosocial motives .0023
*
 .0013 .0000 .0052  -.0009 .0062 
Impression management motives .0014
*
 .0008 .0002 .0032  -.0004 .0038 
   Overall OCB    
Prosocial motives .0020 .0011 -.0002 .0043  -.0009 .0053 
Impression management motives .0025
*
 .0007 .0013 .0041  .0009 .0045 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. Control variables included 
sex, race, education, position, organizational tenure, and functional areas. 
* BCa 95% confidence interval does not include zero 
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Table 18.2. Results of Stepwise Mediation Analysis  
Direct and total effects B S.E. 
Age  Prosocial motives  .006 .004 
Age  Impression management  -.033*** .007 
Altruism   
Prosocial motives  Altruism, controlling for age  .358*** .034 
Impression management  Altruism, controlling for age  -.056** .018 
Age  Altruism  -.003 .003 
Age  Altruism, controlling for prosocial and impression management motives  -.007* .003 
Conscientiousness   
Prosocial motives  Conscientiousness, controlling for age  .233*** .048 
Impression management  Conscientiousness, controlling for age  -.081** .025 
Age  Conscientiousness  .020*** .004 
Age  Conscientiousness, controlling for prosocial and impression management 
motives  
.016
***
 .004 
Sportsmanship   
Prosocial motives  Sportsmanship, controlling for age  .334*** .061 
Impression management  Sportsmanship, controlling for age  -.152*** .031 
Age  Sportsmanship  .021*** .005 
Age  Sportsmanship, controlling for impression management  .014** .005 
Courtesy   
Prosocial motives  Courtesy, controlling for age  .316*** .031 
Impression management  Courtesy, controlling for age  -.038* .016 
Age  Courtesy  -.000 .003 
Age  Courtesy, controlling for prosocial and impression management motives -.003 .003 
Civic Virtue   
Prosocial motives  Civic virtue, controlling for age  .369*** .039 
Impression management  Civic virtue, controlling for age  -.042* .020 
Age  Civic virtue  .006 .004 
Age  Civic virtue, controlling for prosocial and impression management motives  .002 .003 
Overall OCB   
Prosocial motives  Overall OCB, controlling for age  .322*** .024 
Impression management  Overall OCB, controlling for age  -.074*** .012 
Age  Overall OCB  .009*** .002 
Age  Overall OCB, controlling for prosocial and impression management 
motives  
.004
*
 .002 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Control variables 
included sex, race, education, position, organizational tenure, and functional areas. 
a. Adjusted R2 = .218 
b. Adjusted R2 = .137 
c. Adjusted R2 = .134 
d. Adjusted R2 = .174 
e. Adjusted R2 = .270 
f. Adjusted R2 = .358 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 
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Post Hoc Analyses  
Guided by the research model of the current study, post hoc analyses were conducted to 
replicate Grant and Mayer’s (2009) research on the interaction effect of prosocial and impression 
management motives on OCBs. To assess the interaction effect, six separate hierarchical 
regression analyses were performed. Demographic variables and corresponding role definitions 
were entered as control variables in the first block. Prosocial and impression management 
motives were entered into the second block. The final block consisted of the two-way interaction 
term derived from multiplying (mean centered) prosocial motives by (mean centered) impression 
management motives. 
The results of post hoc hierarchical regression analyses are presented in Tables 19.1 
through 19.6. Prosocial motives were positively predictive of all the criterion variables, whereas 
impression management motives were negatively related to the criterion variables. Worth noting 
is that the inclusion of motives enhanced the statistical significance of age with respect to its 
effect on altruism. When controlling for motives and other variables, age was negatively related 
to altruism (B = -.007, BCa 95% CI = [-.013, -.002]). Central to the post hoc analyses here, 
however, was the two-way interaction effect formed between prosocial and impression 
management motives. The bootstrapped confidence intervals for interaction effects suggested the 
interaction between prosocial and impression management motives as a significant predictor of 
only one OCB sub-dimension, that is conscientiousness (B = .081, BCa 95% CI = [.007, .150]; 
see Table 19.2).  
 To help interpret the pattern of the above significant interaction, the current study 
followed the steps recommended by Cohen et al. (2003). Simple regression slopes were plotted 
at three values of the specified moderator: the mean value, one standard deviation above the 
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mean, and one standard deviation below the mean. Impression management motives were 
specified as the moderator in the simple regression of conscientiousness on prosocial motives. 
The values for plotting interactions, including simple regression slopes, were computed based on 
the obtained coefficients from hierarchical regression analyses and specified values of the 
moderator. Then, guided by the statistical procedure suggested in Cohen et al. (2003), 
significance of simple slopes of conscientiousness on prosocial motives were assessed at low and 
high levels of impression management motives. The graphical result for the interaction effect of 
prosocial and impression management motives on conscientiousness is shown in Figures 5. The 
simple slopes as depicted in Figure 5 show that the positive relationship between prosocial 
motives and conscientiousness was significant when impression management motives were 
higher (B = .326, t(562) = 5.034, p < .001), but was not significant when impression management 
motives were lower (B = .086, t(562) = 1.329, p = .184).  
Table 19.1. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects on Altruism 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .064 3.892
***
 .048 3.892
***
     
Age     -.007
*
 .003 -.013 -.002 
Sex     -.095 .053 -.199 .006 
Race     -.155 .137 -.432 .104 
Education     -.061 .034 -.127 .003 
Position     .043 .030 -.016 .102 
Org. Tenure     .001 .003 -.005 .007 
Parks     -.168
*
 .078 -.323 -.010 
Recreation     -.088 .064 -.217 .036 
Other Function     -.140 .089 -.327 .039 
RDAltru     .027 .017 -.006 .062 
Block 2 .172 63.639
***
 .220 14.567
***
     
PM     .353
*
 .039 .267 .438 
IMM     -.062
*
 .018 -.100 -.021 
Block 3 .004 2.976 .223 13.722
***
     
PM × IMM     .040 .029 -.017 .091 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. 
BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. RDAltru = Role Definitions of Altruism. PM = 
Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives. *** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does 
not include zero 
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Table 19.2. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects on Conscientiousness 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .116 7.409
***
 .100 7.409
***
     
Age     .015
*
 .004 .008 .023 
Sex     -.096 .076 -.252 .065 
Race     .345
*
 .135 .053 .588 
Education     -.142
*
 .046 -.235 -.053 
Position     .006 .034 -.061 .072 
Org. Tenure     -.010
*
 .004 -.017 -.002 
Parks     -.035 .097 -.239 .160 
Recreation     -.078 .091 -.250 .093 
Other Function     .140 .105 -.063 .343 
RDConsc     .081
*
 .028 .029 .142 
Block 2 .048 16.284
***
 .146 9.221
***
     
PM     .206
*
 .054 .100 .309 
IMM     -.090
*
 .025 -.141 -.040 
Block 3 .009 6.074
*
 .154 9.055
***
     
PM × IMM     .081
*
 .037 .007 .150 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. 
BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. RDConsc = Role Definitions of Conscientiousness. 
PM = Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives. *** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% 
CI does not include zero 
 
Table 19.3. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects on Sportsmanship 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .083 5.155
***
 .067 5.155
***
     
Age     .013
*
 .005 .003 .023 
Sex     .073 .096 -.124 .253 
Race     .403 .200 -.009 .785 
Education     .010 .061 -.111 .134 
Position     .079 .055 -.026 .185 
Org. Tenure     -.020
*
 .006 -.033 -.007 
Parks     -.091 .134 -.367 .190 
Recreation     -.024 .107 -.241 .197 
Other Function     -.051 .147 -.348 .249 
RDSport     .081
*
 .028 .025 .140 
Block 2 .079 26.583
***
 .145 9.115
***
     
PM     .311
*
 .066 .176 .440 
IMM     -.153
*
 .033 -.223 -.085 
Block 3 .000 .124 .143 8.410
***
     
PM × IMM     -.015 .043 -.102 .069 
Note. N = 577. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. 
BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. RDSport = Role Definitions of Sportsmanship. PM 
= Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives. *** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI 
does not include zero 
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Table 19.4. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects on Courtesy 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .057 3.425
***
 .040 3.425
***
     
Age     -.004 .003 -.009 .001 
Sex     -.087 .046 -.175 .003 
Race     -.062 .123 -.339 .184 
Education     -.047 .032 -.107 .010 
Position     .022 .026 -.030 .076 
Org. Tenure     -.002 .003 -.007 .003 
Parks     -.009 .062 -.135 .119 
Recreation     -.009 .058 -.125 .108 
Other Function     -.092 .091 -.278 .092 
RDCourt     .053
*
 .021 .015 .095 
Block 2 .153 54.538
***
 .193 12.484
***
     
PM     .310
*
 .034 .248 .378 
IMM     -.041
*
 .016 -.075 -.006 
Block 3 .001 .890 .193 11.590
***
     
PM × IMM     -.020 .024 -.067 .025 
Note. N = 577. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. 
BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. RDCourt = Role Definitions of Courtesy. PM = 
Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives. *** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does 
not include zero 
 
Table 19.5. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects on Civic Virtue 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .228 16.759
***
 .215 16.759
***
     
Age     -.000 .003 -.007 .007 
Sex     -.077 .056 -.193 .043 
Race     -.054 .166 -.401 .276 
Education     .100
*
 .041 .022 .178 
Position     .134
*
 .036 .065 .205 
Org. Tenure     -.005 .004 -.012 .002 
Parks     -.068 .081 -.227 .082 
Recreation     -.060 .067 -.198 .074 
Other Function     -.271
*
 .117 -.517 -.034 
RDCV     .133
*
 .029 .078 .188 
Block 2 .098 41.314
***
 .312 22.838
***
     
PM     .329
*
 .052 .232 .431 
IMM     -.047
*
 .022 -.091 -.004 
Block 3 .000 .202 .311 21.067
***
     
PM × IMM     .012 .036 -.064 .082 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. 
BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. RDCV = Role Definitions of Civic Virtue. PM = 
Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives. *** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does 
not include zero 
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Table 19.6. Hierarchical Regression Results for Moderation Effects on Overall OCB 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .142 9.386
***
 .127 9.386
***
     
Age     .004
*
 .002 .000 .008 
Sex     -.058 .036 -.131 .015 
Race     .086 .085 -.079 .257 
Education     -.025 .025 -.073 .023 
Position     .058
*
 .021 .017 .098 
Org. Tenure     -.007
*
 .002 -.011 -.003 
Parks     -.079 .050 -.177 .023 
Recreation     -.055 .043 -.138 .034 
Other Function     -.093 .064 -.225 .042 
Overall RD     .057
*
 .020 .018 .099 
Block 2 .239 109.329
***
 .368 29.032
***
     
PM     .308
*
 .030 .248 .367 
IMM     -.078
*
 .013 -.105 -.051 
Block 3 .002 1.505 .369 26.939
***
     
PM × IMM     .020 .023 -.027 .062 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. 
BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. RD = Role Definitions. PM = Prosocial Motives. 
IMM = Impression Management Motives. *** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Figure 5. Regression Slopes for the Interaction of Prosocial Motives and Impression 
Management Motives Predicting Conscientiousness 
 
 
  
5 
6 
7 
Lower Prosocial Motives Higher Prosocial Motives 
C
o
n
sc
ie
n
ti
o
u
sn
es
s Low Impression 
Management Motives 
Mean Impression 
Management Motives 
High Impression 
Management Motives 
184

Research Question 4: What are the predictive roles of subjective age measures in the 
relationships of chronological age with the two motives and OCBs? 
 Hypothesis 4a proposed that subjective age measures, such as identity age, cognitive age, 
and comparative age would account for unique variance in OCBs beyond that by chronological 
age. The current study conducted a series of hierarchical regression analyses, which afforded 
usefulness analysis (Darlington, 1968) to assess incremental contribution of each subjective age 
measure. In each hierarchical regression, non-age demographic variables were entered into the 
first block, followed by chronological age in the second block. Each of these subjective age 
measures was inserted into the last block. Bootstrapped confidence intervals and bootstrapped 
significance tests were obtained to evaluate the statistical significance of coefficient estimates. 
Guided by useful analysis, the change in R-squared explained by each subjective age measure 
was examined.  
 The results of the usefulness analysis are shown in Table 20. When controlling for non-
age demographic variables and chronological age, identity age accounted for unique variance in 
conscientiousness (ΔR2 = .011, p < .05) with Cohen’s f 2 effect size of .012; cognitive age 
contributed uniquely to the prediction of sportsmanship (ΔR2 = .013, p < .01) with Cohen’s f 2 
effect size of .014; comparative age contributed to the explained variance in sportsmanship (ΔR2 
= .016, p < .01) and overall OCB (ΔR2 = .010, p < .01). The effect sizes on sportsmanship and 
overall OCB were .017 and .011, respectively. Based on Cohen’s (1988) standards, the obtained 
effect sizes of subjective age measures were considered to be small. As Table 20 reveals, 
employees with older identity age reported significantly higher conscientiousness (B = .243, BCa 
95% CI = [.065, .444]) than those with younger identity age, when controlling for chronological 
age and other demographic variables. Cognitive age was significantly, negatively predictive of 
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sportsmanship (B = -.269, BCa 95% CI = [-.459, -.054]), when controlling for chronological age 
and other demographic variables. Concurrently, the data yielded significantly negative 
relationships of comparative age with sportsmanship (B = -.239, BCa 95% CI = [-.400, .063]) 
and overall OCB (B = -.087, BCa 95% CI = [-.152, -.022]), suggesting that employees who 
perceived themselves as younger than same-age peers reported higher scores in sportsmanship 
and overall OCB. Since none of these three subjective measures contributed significantly to the 
explained variance in all the OCB dimensions and overall OCB, hypothesis 4a was partially 
supported. 
Post Hoc Analyses  
Beyond the relationships predicted in hypothesis 4a, the current study examined the 
incremental importance of identity age, cognitive age, and comparative age in tapping unique 
variance in prosocial and impression management motives, which could not be explained by 
non-age demographic variables and chronological age. As revealed in Table 20, identity age 
failed to significantly account for the variance in either motive. Cognitive age appeared to make 
incremental contributions to the explained variance in prosocial motives (ΔR2 = .007, p < .05) 
with an effect size (Cohen’s f 2) of .007 and in impression management motives (ΔR2 = .008, p 
< .05) with an effect size (Cohen’s f 2) of .009. Cognitive age was found to be a significant, 
positive predictor of prosocial motives (B = -.131, BCa 95% CI = [-.264, -.004]) as well as 
impression management motives (B = .282, BCa 95% CI = [.044, .498]), when controlling for 
chronological age and other demographic variables. Given a highly positive correlation between 
cognitive age and chronological age, these two age measures, surprisingly, formed predictive 
relationships with the two motives in opposite directions when each of the motives was regressed 
on both age measures simultaneously. The data also suggested that comparative age accounted 
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for unique variance in prosocial motives (ΔR2 = .010, p < .05) with an effect size (Cohen’s f 2) 
of .011 and in impression management motives (ΔR2 = .012, p < .01) with an effect size 
(Cohen’s f 2) of .014. Comparative age was significantly, negatively related to prosocial motives 
(B = -.122, BCa 95% CI = [-.218, -.027]) and positively related to impression management 
motives (B = .277, BCa 95% CI = [.077, .466]).  
Table 20. Hierarchical Regression of Chronological Age and Subjective Age Measures on OCBs 
and Motives 
A. Identity age (N = 577) 
 Usefulness Analysis for Identity Age 
 Chronological Age  Identity Age 
  Bootstrap    Bootstrap  
  BCa 95% CI    BCa 95% CI  
Dependent variables B Upper Lower ΔR2  B Upper Lower ΔR2 
Altruism -.003 -.010 .004 .002  -.013 -.147 .119 .000 
Conscientiousness .013
*
 .003 .023 .038
***
  .243
*
 .065 .444 .011
*
 
Sportsmanship .025
*
 .013 .038 .026
***
  -.174 -.435 .101 .003 
Courtesy .003 -.004 .010 .000  -.124 -.262 .012 .006 
Civic virtue .007 -.002 .016 .004  -.052 -.210 .104 .001 
Overall OCB .009
*
 .004 .014 .022
***
  -.023 -.131 .094 .000 
Prosocial motives .006 -.002 .014 .005  -.002 -.177 .169 .000 
Impression management motives -.031
*
 -.046 -.017 .037
***
  -.071 -.399 .269 .000 
 
B. Cognitive age (N = 575) 
 Usefulness Analysis for Cognitive Age 
 Chronological Age  Cognitive Age 
 Bootstrap   Bootstrap  
  BCa 95% CI    BCa 95% CI  
Dependent variables B Upper Lower ΔR2  B Upper Lower ΔR2 
Altruism -.001 -.011 .008 .001  -.019 -.129 .080 .000 
Conscientiousness .016
*
 .002 .029 .042
***
  .094 -.062 .244 .003 
Sportsmanship .037
*
 .023 .050 .026
***
  -.269
*
 -.459 -.054 .013
**
 
Courtesy .002 -.006 .010 .000  -.032 -.133 .072 .001 
Civic virtue .009 -.001 .019 .005  -.047 -.159 .066 .001 
Overall OCB .012
*
 .006 .019 .024
***
  -.055 -.136 .021 .003 
Prosocial motives .015
*
 .005 .025 .008
*
  -.131
*
 -.264 -.004 .007
*
 
Impression management motives -.050
*
 -.070 -.029 .039
***
  .282
*
 .044 .498 .008
*
 
Note. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 
2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. Control variables included sex, 
race, education, position, organizational tenure, and three functional areas. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01  * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 20. (continued) 
C. Comparative age (N = 578) 
 Usefulness Analysis for Comparative Age 
 Chronological Age  Comparative Age 
  Bootstrap    Bootstrap  
  BCa 95% CI    BCa 95% CI  
Dependent variables B Upper Lower ΔR2  B Upper Lower ΔR2 
Altruism -.003 -.010 .004 .001  -.007 -.089 .084 .000 
Conscientiousness .018
*
 .009 .027 .038
***
  -.055 -.170 .063 .001 
Sportsmanship .012
*
 .000 .025 .026
***
  -.239
*
 -.400 -.063 .016
**
 
Courtesy -.002 -.008 .004 .000  -.051 -.132 .033 .003 
Civic virtue .003 -.006 .011 .004  -.086 -.184 .010 .004 
Overall OCB .006
*
 .001 .010 .022
***
  -.087
*
 -.152 -.022 .010
*
 
Prosocial motives .002 -.006 .010 .005  -.122
*
 -.218 -.027 .010
*
 
Impression management motives -.024
*
 -.039 -.009 .038
***
  .277
*
 .077 .466 .012
**
 
Note. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 
2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. Control variables included sex, 
race, education, position, organizational tenure, and three functional areas. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Hypothesis 4b predicted that comparative age would interact with chronological age in 
affecting prosocial motives, impression management motives, and OCBs. Hierarchical regression 
analyses were used to detect whether there was a significant interaction effect between 
chronological age and comparative age on each dependent variable. The control variables (non-
age demographic variables) were entered at the first step, followed by chronological age and 
comparative age at the second step. The cross product of chronological age and comparative age 
was entered at the final step. As in preceding hypothesis testing, a bootstrap procedure was 
employed to obtain bootstrapped confidence intervals for significance tests. 
 The results of the hierarchical regression analyses are revealed in Tables 21.1 through 
21.8 for each criterion variable. Contrary to the prediction, comparative age failed to 
significantly moderate the relationships of chronological age with prosocial motives 
(Bchronage×compage = -.004, BCa 95% CI = [-.012, .003]), impression management motives 
(Bchronage×compage = .009, BCa 95% CI = [-.006, .025]), overall OCB (Bchronage×compage = -.003, BCa 
95% CI = [-.009, .001]), and all the OCB subdimensions (altruism: Bchronage×compage = -.003, BCa 
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95% CI = [-.009, .004]; conscientiousness: Bchronage×compage = -.004, BCa 95% CI = [-.014, .006]; 
sportsmanship: Bchronage×compage = -.010, BCa 95% CI = [-.023, .003]; courtesy: Bchronage×compage = -
.003, BCa 95% CI = [-.009, .004]; civic virtue: Bchronage×compage = .003, BCa 95% CI = [-
.006, .011]). Thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported. 
Table 21.1. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Prosocial Motives 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .036 2.654
**
 .022 2.654
**
     
Sex     -.125 .065 -.251 .003 
Race     -.063 .154 -.389 .253 
Education     -.012 .044 -.102 .078 
Position     .096
*
 .038 .022 .174 
Org. Tenure     -.001 .004 -.009 .007 
Parks     -.050 .094 -.225 .127 
Recreation     -.067 .080 -.218 .092 
Other Function     -.159 .114 -.386 .078 
Block 2 .015 4.445
*
 .034 3.038
**
     
Age     .002 .004 -.006 .010 
CompAge     -.129
*
 .052 -.231 -.031 
Block 3 .002 1.214 .034 2.873
**
     
Age × CompAge     -.004 .004 -.012 .003 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 21.2. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Impression Management Motives 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .094 7.383
***
 .081 7.383
***
     
Sex     .397
*
 .124 .156 .642 
Race     .379 .234 -.084 .830 
Education     -.021 .083 -.185 .143 
Position     -.215
*
 .067 -.352 -.081 
Org. Tenure     -.010 .008 -.027 .007 
Parks     .143 .181 -.218 .482 
Recreation     -.014 .161 -.309 .279 
Other Function     -.223 .207 -.620 .193 
Block 2 .050 16.529
***
 .129 9.535
***
     
Age     -.024
*
 .008 -.039 -.010 
CompAge     .292
*
 .103 .079 .485 
Block 3 .002 1.437 .130 8.805
***
     
Age × CompAge     .009 .008 -.006 .025 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Table 21.3. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Altruism 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .060 4.515
***
 .046 4.515
***
     
Sex     -.148
*
 .058 -.261 -.038 
Race     -.202 .152 -.519 .098 
Education     -.067 .039 -.145 .006 
Position     .102
*
 .034 .033 .171 
Org. Tenure     .001 .004 -.006 .008 
Parks     -.203
*
 .085 -.378 -.029 
Recreation     -.124 .069 -.261 .017 
Other Function     -.189 .105 -.408 .029 
Block 2 .002 .460 .045 3.697
***
     
Age     -.003 .003 -.010 .004 
CompAge     -.011 .044 -.095 .078 
Block 3 .001 .572 .044 3.411
***
     
Age × CompAge     -.003 .003 -.009 .004 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 21.4. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Conscientiousness 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .061 4.658
***
 .048 4.658
***
     
Sex     -.146 .081 -.301 .021 
Race     .260 .140 -.032 .498 
Education     -.154
*
 .046 -.237 -.070 
Position     .037 .035 -.031 .106 
Org. Tenure     -.008
*
 .004 -.017 .000 
Parks     -.021 .107 -.237 .189 
Recreation     -.102 .093 -.279 .087 
Other Function     .127 .112 -.111 .354 
Block 2 .039 12.306
***
 .085 6.336
***
     
Age     .018
*
 .005 .009 .027 
CompAge     -.060 .061 -.182 .055 
Block 3 .001 .639 .084 5.815
***
     
Age × CompAge     -.004 .005 -.014 .006 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Table 21.5. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Sportsmanship 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .039 2.921
**
 .026 2.921
**
     
Sex     -.014 .097 -.222 .172 
Race     .275 .232 -.210 .729 
Education     .002 .063 -.127 .127 
Position     .148
*
 .054 .041 .251 
Org. Tenure     -.016
*
 .006 -.029 -.003 
Parks     -.148 .139 -.419 .155 
Recreation     -.079 .117 -.317 .150 
Other Function     -.135 .166 -.471 .179 
Block 2 .041 12.715
***
 .064 4.976
***
     
Age     .012
*
 .006 .000 .024 
CompAge     -.254
*
 .084 -.408 -.092 
Block 3 .004 2.685 .067 4.782
***
     
Age × CompAge     -.010 .007 -.023 .003 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 21.6. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Courtesy 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .032 2.317
*
 .018 2.317
*
     
Sex     -.133
*
 .051 -.232 -.034 
Race     -.114 .135 -.409 .124 
Education     -.032 .039 -.105 .042 
Position     .057
*
 .029 .003 .111 
Org. Tenure     -.001 .003 -.007 .006 
Parks     -.046 .068 -.183 .086 
Recreation     -.054 .062 -.173 .058 
Other Function     -.150 .102 -.369 .042 
Block 2 .003 .746 .017 2.001
*
     
Age     -.002 .003 -.008 .004 
CompAge     -.055 .042 -.141 .022 
Block 3 .001 .742 .017 1.886
*
     
Age × CompAge     -.003 .003 -.009 .004 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Table 21.7. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Civic Virtue 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .157 13.252
***
 .145 13.252
**
     
Sex     -.132
*
 .060 -.247 -.018 
Race     -.154 .189 -.569 .216 
Education     .113
*
 .048 .016 .209 
Position     .216
*
 .037 .139 .294 
Org. Tenure     -.006 .004 -.015 .003 
Parks     -.158 .084 -.322 .003 
Recreation     -.117 .070 -.255 .021 
Other Function     -.402
*
 .143 -.704 -.113 
Block 2 .008 2.761 .150 11.219
***
     
Age     .003 .004 -.006 .011 
CompAge     -.081 .052 -.185 .018 
Block 3 .001 .437 .150 10.229
***
     
Age × CompAge     .003 .004 -.006 .011 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 21.8. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Predicting Overall OCB 
      Bootstrapping 
Variables ΔR2 F for ΔR2 Adjusted R2 F B S.E. BCa 95% CI 
    Lower Upper 
Block 1 .093 7.321
***
 .084 7.321
***
     
Sex     -.115
*
 .042 -.199 -.030 
Race     .013 .113 -.239 .236 
Education     -.028 .031 -.086 .030 
Position     .112
*
 .023 .067 .159 
Org. Tenure     -.006 .003 -.011 .000 
Parks     -.115 .058 -.240 .000 
Recreation     -.095 .049 -.190 .001 
Other Function     -.150 .078 -.308 -.009 
Block 2 .032 10.300
***
 .113 8.108
***
     
Age     .006
*
 .003 .000 .010 
CompAge     -.092
*
 .033 -.159 -.030 
Block 3 .002 1.507 .114 7.514
***
     
Age × CompAge     -.003 .003 -.009 .001 
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample 
size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative 
Age. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
 
Post Hoc Analyses  
Post hoc analyses were conducted to re-evaluate the moderation effect of comparative 
age by using its categorical variables instead. As aforementioned in the correlational analysis, 
comparative age scores were recoded into three categories: younger than same-age peers (≤ 2.49), 
nearly as old as same-age peers (from 2.50 to 3.49), and older than same-age peers (≥ 3.50). As 
the number of the respondents for the “younger” group was largest among the three, the 
“younger” category was used as the reference group in the dummy coding. Two dummy-coded 
variables were created to represent the “nearly as old” and the “older” categories, respectively: 
younger than same-age peers = 0, nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, and older than same-age 
peers = 0; younger than same-age peers = 0, nearly as old as same-age peers = 0, and older than 
same-age peers = 1. Two two-way cross product terms of dummy-coded comparative age 
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variables and (mean centered) chronological age were then created to detect moderation effects 
of comparative age.  
Eight separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted as in the preceding formal 
hypothesis testing. The control variables (non-age demographic variables) were entered at the 
first step, followed by chronological age and two dummy-coded comparative age variables at the 
second step. The two cross product terms were entered at the final step. In accord with the earlier 
results yielded by the continuous form of comparative age, the results revealed in Tables 22.1 
through 22.8 suggested that the two dummy-coded comparative age variables did not have 
significant interactions with chronological age predicting the criterion variables.  
 However, the regression analyses showed that, as far as the main effects of the two 
dummy-coded comparative age variables were concerned, the “nearly as old” group had 
significant effects on some criterion variables, but the “older” group was not found to have 
significant effects on any criterion variable. Specifically, as opposed to the employees of the 
“younger” group, the employees of the “nearly as old” group, on average, reported lower 
prosocial motives (B = -.179, BCa 95% CI = [-.314, -.047]), higher impression management 
motives (B = -.179, BCa 95% CI = [-.314, -.047]), lower conscientiousness (B = -.193, BCa 95% 
CI = [-.366, -.025]), and lower overall OCB (B = -.115, BCa 95% CI = [-.209, -.029]).  
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Table 22.1. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Prosocial Motives 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.139* -.267 -.008  -.125 -.256 .007  -.122 -.257 .013 
Race -.060 -.405 .255  -.049 -.391 .264  -.044 -.385 .273 
Education -.014 -.098 .074  -.001 -.084 .090  .000 -.084 .092 
Position .109* .039 .177  .092* .019 .167  .088* .016 .162 
Org. Tenure .001 -.006 .008  -.001 -.009 .007  -.001 -.009 .007 
Parks -.071 -.258 .117  -.064 -.253 .122  -.055 -.246 .136 
Recreation -.105 -.233 .031  -.063 -.220 .094  -.054 -.207 .099 
Other Function -.157 -.390 .074  -.159 -.386 .063  -.157 -.383 .064 
Step 2            
Age     .004 -.003 .011  .005 -.003 .013 
CompAge 1     -.179* -.314 -.047  -.188* -.329 -.060 
CompAge 2     -.020 -.265 .213  .155 -.080 .375 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         -.005 -.018 .007 
Age × CompAge 2         .014 -.006 .035 
            
ΔR2 .036    .018    .004   
F for ΔR2 2.654**    3.524*    1.099   
Adjusted R2 .022    .035    .036   
F 2.654**    2.917**    2.638**   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
 
Table 22.2. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Impression Management Motives 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex .437* .191 .676  .397* .157 .633  .401* .159 .640 
Race .410 -.077 .880  .354 -.105 .832  .354 -.096 .822 
Education .004 -.165 .174  -.044 -.204 .131  -.044 -.209 .137 
Position -.275* -.415 -.132  -.210* -.350 -.076  -.215* -.351 -.084 
Org. Tenure -.024* -.037 -.011  -.009 -.024 .006  -.010 -.025 .006 
Parks .207 -.162 .609  .171 -.173 .555  .162 -.183 .543 
Recreation .227 -.083 .537  -.015 -.347 .327  -.004 -.331 .326 
Other Function -.189 -.593 .232  -.225 -.644 .196  -.215 -.631 .203 
Step 2            
Age     -.026* -.040 -.012  -.030* -.046 -.012 
CompAge 1     .426* .167 .678  .418* .163 .670 
CompAge 2     .187 -.291 .655  .494 -.356 1.166 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         .006 -.015 .027 
Age × CompAge 2         .034 -.026 .081 
            
ΔR2 .094    .054    .003   
F for ΔR2 7.383***    11.947***    .892   
Adjusted R2 .081    .131    .131   
F 7.383***    8.938***    7.697***   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 22.3. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Altruism 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.149* -.260 -.028  -.148* -.259 -.027  -.145* -.256 -.023 
Race -.194 -.519 .098  -.194 -.535 .106  -.189 -.526 .113 
Education -.063 -.136 .009  -.063 -.137 .010  -.063 -.138 .011 
Position .098* .040 .159  .099* .038 .161  .095* .033 .159 
Org. Tenure -.001 -.007 .005  .001 -.007 .008  .001 -.006 .008 
Parks -.207* -.382 -.044  -.211* -.387 -.050  -.202* -.376 -.045 
Recreation -.101 -.229 .018  -.119 -.261 .013  -.110 -.254 .021 
Other Function -.181 -.379 .028  -.190 -.391 .017  -.188 -.390 .018 
Step 2            
Age     -.002 -.009 .005  -.001 -.009 .008 
CompAge 1     -.005 -.126 .113  -.014 -.135 .103 
CompAge 2     .117 -.068 .292  .296* .091 .526 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         -.005 -.016 .006 
Age × CompAge 2         .015 -.003 .032 
            
ΔR2 .060    .003    .005   
F for ΔR2 4.515***    .694    1.450   
Adjusted R2 .046    .045    .046   
F 4.515***    3.468***    3.162***   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Table 22.4. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Conscientiousness 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.161* -.318 -.001  -.140 -.291 .013  -.141 -.292 .014 
Race .229 -.072 .497  .268 -.032 .539  .266 -.034 .534 
Education -.175* -.266 -.086  -.145* -.235 -.058  -.145* -.234 -.060 
Position .070* .003 .142  .031 -.037 .099  .032 -.035 .099 
Org. Tenure .002 -.006 .009  -.008* -.016 -.001  -.008* -.016 -.001 
Parks -.051 -.261 .156  -.031 -.239 .170  -.035 -.242 .169 
Recreation -.257* -.437 -.076  -.105 -.285 .082  -.109 -.289 .079 
Other Function .096 -.160 .337  .119 -.124 .345  .118 -.124 .336 
Step 2            
Age     .017* .008 .027  .017* .005 .029 
CompAge 1     -.193* -.366 -.025  -.189* -.356 -.023 
CompAge 2     .006 -.280 .297  -.075 -.479 .251 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         .002 -.013 .017 
Age × CompAge 2         -.007 -.037 .020 
            
ΔR2 .061    .048    .001   
F for ΔR2 4.658***    10.149***    .164   
Adjusted R2 .048    .092    .089   
F 4.658***    6.319***    5.356***   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 22.5. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Sportsmanship 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.046 -.255 .172  -.028 -.223 .179  -.034 -.232 .187 
Race .264 -.237 .757  .288 -.188 .781  .288 -.217 .798 
Education -.010 -.133 .117  .013 -.105 .129  .012 -.106 .122 
Position .187* .083 .291  .153* .047 .259  .160* .052 .266 
Org. Tenure -.008 -.020 .003  -.018* -.031 -.006  -.017* -.030 -.005 
Parks -.200 -.483 .068  -.175 -.448 .088  -.162 -.436 .095 
Recreation -.224* -.440 -.005  -.080 -.304 .157  -.098 -.324 .139 
Other Function -.147 -.492 .198  -.115 -.452 .217  -.131 -.468 .202 
Step 2            
Age     .015* .003 .027  .021* .007 .035 
CompAge 1     -.213 -.424 .007  -.201 -.408 .021 
CompAge 2     -.304 -.752 .151  -.773 -1.395 -.017 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         -.010 -.030 .011 
Age × CompAge 2         -.052 -.099 .005 
            
ΔR2 .039    .034    .011   
F for ΔR2 2.921**    6.967***    3.369*   
Adjusted R2 .026    .056    .063   
F 2.921***    4.092***    4.009***   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Table 22.6. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Courtesy 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.139* -.234 -.038  -.135* -.233 -.035  -.132* -.230 -.034 
Race -.107 -.415 .149  -.106 -.423 .148  -.101 -.420 .160 
Education -.029 -.108 .047  -.027 -.107 .050  -.027 -.103 .049 
Position .058* .000 .115  .056 -.003 .115  .051 -.006 .111 
Org. Tenure -.002 -.007 .004  -.001 -.008 .005  -.001 -.007 .005 
Parks -.055 -.194 .081  -.055 -.196 .080  -.044 -.188 .090 
Recreation -.049 -.158 .064  -.051 -.177 .071  -.041 -.164 .080 
Other Function -.144 -.343 .062  -.149 -.343 .054  -.147 -.344 .058 
Step 2            
Age     -.001 -.007 .005  .001 -.006 .009 
CompAge 1     -.049 -.157 .067  -.059 -.170 .055 
CompAge 2     .024 -.158 .199  .195 -.026 .423 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         -.006 -.015 .003 
Age × CompAge 2         .013 -.006 .034 
            
ΔR2 .032    .002    .006   
F for ΔR2 2.317*    .349    1.859   
Adjusted R2 .018    .015    .018   
F 2.317*    1.775    1.792*   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 22.7. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Civic Virtue 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.139* -.258 -.017  -.130* -.247 -.007  -.129* -.245 -.010 
Race -.157 -.593 .224  -.149 -.582 .232  -.150 -.578 .232 
Education .110* .016 .203  .118* .026 .214  .118* .026 .214 
Position .227* .151 .301  .215* .136 .290  .215* .134 .290 
Org. Tenure -.003 -.011 .004  -.005 -.014 .004  -.006 -.015 .003 
Parks -.161 -.336 .009  -.154 -.325 .009  -.159 -.332 .003 
Recreation -.152* -.285 -.025  -.114 -.253 .028  -.112 -.250 .028 
Other Function -.407* -.692 -.140  -.403* -.693 -.134  -.400* -.690 -.129 
Step 2            
Age     .003 -.006 .012  .002 -.009 .012 
CompAge 1     -.118 -.256 .007  -.118 -.259 .008 
CompAge 2     -.076 -.308 .152  -.007 -.304 .259 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         .004 -.010 .017 
Age × CompAge 2         .009 -.011 .027 
            
ΔR2 .157    .008    .001   
F for ΔR2 13.352***    1.902    .323   
Adjusted R2 .145    .149    .147   
F 13.352***    10.202***    8.662***   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
 
Table 22.8. Hierarchical Regression Results for Chronological Age and Comparative Age 
Groups Predicting Overall OCB 
 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 
  Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping   Bootstrapping 
Variables B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI  B BCa 95% CI 
  Lower Upper   Lower Upper   Lower Upper 
Step 1            
Sex -.126* -.210 -.043  -.116* -.202 -.028  -.116* -.202 -.028 
Race .007 -.213 .231  .022 -.201 .245  .023 -.202 .246 
Education -.034 -.091 .025  -.021 -.077 .036  -.021 -.076 .035 
Position .128* .081 .174  .111* .063 .156  .111* .063 .157 
Org. Tenure -.003 -.008 .003  -.006* -.012 -.001  -.006* -.012 -.001 
Parks -.134* -.250 -.020  -.125* -.240 -.012  -.120* -.237 -.008 
Recreation -.156* -.248 -.060  -.094 -.192 .008  -.094 -.193 .008 
Other Function -.156 -.329 .006  -.147 -.313 .008  -.149 -.312 .002 
Step 2            
Age     .007* .002 .012  .008* .001 .015 
CompAge 1     -.115* -.209 -.029  -.116* -.209 -.028 
CompAge 2     -.047 -.211 .121  -.073 -.263 .143 
Step 3            
Age × CompAge 1         -.003 -.011 .005 
Age × CompAge 2         -.004 -.018 .011 
            
ΔR2 .093    .032    .001   
F for ΔR2 7.321***    6.844***    .333   
Adjusted R2 .081    .108    .106   
F 7.321***    7.355***    6.260***   
Note. N = 578. Listwise deletion. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 2,000. BCa = bias-corrected and 
accelerated. CI = confidence interval. CompAge = Comparative Age. CompAge 1 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 
1, all else = 0. CompAge 2 is a dummy-coded variable: nearly as old as same-age peers = 1, all else = 0. 
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 or BCa 95% CI does not include zero 
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Table 23. Mean Scores of Criterion Variables by Comparative Age Groups 
 Criterion Variables 
 PM  IMM  Consci  Sports  OCB 
Comparative Age Mean (SD)  Mean (SD)  Mean (SD)  Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) 
Younger than same-age peersa 6.359 (.671)  3.017 (1.480)  6.251 (.832)  5.960 (1.083)  6.239 (.502) 
Nearly as old as same-age peersb 6.129 (.792)  3.716 (1.417)  5.899 (.949)  5.621 (1.128)  6.047 (.513) 
Older than same-age peersc 6.288 (.759)  3.610 (1.357)  6.104 (.778)  5.494 (1.246)  6.113 (.451) 
Note. N = 578. PM = Prosocial Motives. IMM = Impression Management Motives. Consci = Conscientiousness. Sports = 
Sportsmanship.  
a. n = 321 
b. n = 217 
c. n = 40 
 
Interestingly, the utility of comparative age in predicting sportsmanship was significant 
when it was treated as a continuous variable. It seems that its effect was masked when the two 
dummy variables were used as predictors. On the other hand, the results of its relationship with 
conscientiousness when comparative age was dummy coded contradicted the insignificant 
finding from the regression analysis using numerical data of comparative age. More importantly, 
with the findings regarding the insignificant effect of the “older” comparative age group, it 
appears premature to simply draw conclusions from linear relationships identified earlier in 
hypothesis testing. This led us to take a closer look at the mean scores on prosocial motives, 
impression management motives, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and overall OCB for each 
comparative age group.  
Table 23 clearly presents that the respondents from the “nearly as old” group, rather than 
from the “older” group, had the lowest average scores on prosocial motives, conscientiousness, 
and overall OCB, while having the highest average score on impression management motives. 
Although the “older” group, on average, reported lower scores on prosocial motives, 
conscientiousness, and overall OCB than the “younger” group, the regression analyses suggested 
that such differences were not statistically significant. Alternatively, the mean scores on 
sportsmanship appeared to be in line with its negative relationship with comparative age reported 
in earlier hypothesis testing. It should be noted that the comparative age groups were arbitrarily 
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defined. As such, the results here might not accurately present true relationships between 
comparative age and criterion variables. However, this post hoc analysis provided additional 
information beyond the general patterns of comparative age with criterion variables disclosed in 
earlier hypothesis testing. 
Summary 
 
 This chapter reports the demographic composition of the respondents, the evaluations of 
covariance structure of the measurements, the descriptive and correlational analyses of the 
variables, and, most importantly, the analyses of the hypothesized relationships. Table 24 
summarizes the results of the analyses designed for hypothesis testing. The research model 
received partial support from the data. Specifically, while the data failed to support the prediction 
in a curvilinear relationship between age and OCB, a linear relationship of age with some OCBs 
was found. The results showed that prosocial motives increased with age, whereas impression 
management motives decreased with age. Moreover, the mediating roles of prosocial and 
impression management motives were confirmed in the relationships between age and OCBs. A 
post hoc analysis suggested a significant interaction between prosocial and impression 
management motives predicting conscientiousness. Last, the current study found the incremental 
importance of identity age, cognitive age, and comparative age in predicting conscientiousness, 
sportsmanship, or overall OCB, though the analyses did not suggest the moderation effect of 
comparative age in the relationships of age with criterion variables. The post hoc analyses also 
revealed that cognitive age and comparative age are significant predictors of prosocial and 
impression management motives.  
 
  
200

Table 24. Results of Hypothesis Testing 
Hypothesis Result 
1: An inverted U-shaped relationship between age 
and OCBs 
 
Not supported. Age was positively related 
to conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and 
overall OCB. 
 
2a: A positive relationship between age and 
prosocial motives 
 
Supported. 
2b: A negative relationship between age and 
impression management motives 
 
Supported. 
3a: The mediating role of prosocial motives in the 
relationship between age and OCBs 
Partially supported: Prosocial motives 
mediated the relationships of age with 
altruism, conscientiousness, 
sportsmanship, and civic virtue. 
 
3b: The mediating role of impression 
management motives in the relationship between 
age and OCBs 
 
Supported. 
4a: Incremental importance of identity age, 
cognitive age, and comparative age in predicting 
OCBs beyond the variance accounted for by 
chronological age 
Partially supported: Identity age 
accounted for unique variance in 
conscientiousness; cognitive age 
accounted for unique variance in 
sportsmanship; comparative age 
accounted for unique variance in 
sportsmanship and overall OCB. 
 
4b: A moderation effect of comparative age on 
the relationships of age with motives and OCBs 
Not supported. When controlling for age 
and other demographic variables, 
comparative age was negatively 
associated with prosocial motives, 
sportsmanship, and overall OCB, and 
positively associated with impression 
management motives. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 The purpose of this final chapter is to discuss the results of the current study in a more in-
depth manner. The current study’s findings are integrated with the existing literature to contrast 
the contribution of this study with preceding research. Subsequently, the contribution of this 
study specifically to the field of park and recreation is delineated. The limitations of the current 
study are presented, anchoring a discussion of directions for future research. The implications for 
workforce management practices at municipal park and recreation agencies are provided. 
The current study was undertaken to improve the understanding of age-related OCB 
processes. In addressing its central research questions, the current study examined: (1) the 
relationship between age and OCBs, (2) age differences in the two OCB motives (i.e., prosocial 
and impression management motives), (3) the mediating roles of these two motives, and (4) the 
predictive utility of the three subjective age measures (i.e., identity age, cognitive age, and 
comparative age).  
In response to the research questions, four major findings emerged from the current study. 
First, the data failed to support a curvilinear relationship between age and OCBs. Instead, a linear 
pattern was found to be sufficient in describing the relationships of age with two OCB 
subdimensions (conscientiousness and sportsmanship) and overall OCB. Older employees 
showed greater conscientiousness, sportsmanship and overall OCB than their younger 
counterparts. Second, a shift in OCB motives was observed. The salience of prosocial motives 
increased with age, while the salience of impression management motives decreased with age. 
These findings provide support for the principles of socioemotional selectivity theory, which 
specifies individuals’ social motivation as a function of the sense of time left in the future. The 
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third finding revealed significant mediation effects of prosocial and impression management 
motives in the relationships of age with OCBs, suggesting that a shift in motives may result in 
different levels of OCBs. Older employees demonstrated higher prosocial motives, which then 
guided them to perform greater altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. In 
contrast, younger employees showed higher impression management motives, which then 
reduced their engagement in OCBs.  
The fourth finding uncovered weak, inconsistent utility of subjective age measures in 
predicting the criterion variables (i.e., OCBs, prosocial motives, and impression management 
motives). Contrary to the prediction, when controlling for age and other demographic variables, 
identity age, cognitive age and comparative age were significantly predictive of only 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, or overall OCB, but the amount of variance accounted for by 
each was small. In addition, the data failed to support the interaction term of chronological age 
and comparative age in predicting the criterion variables. However, the data yielded significant 
relationships of cognitive and comparative age measures with prosocial and impression 
management motives, when controlling for age and other demographic variables. Individuals 
with younger age identities reported higher prosocial motives and lower impression management 
motives as opposed to those with age identities that are older or similar to their actual ages. 
These findings indicate that the way individuals interpret their age identity may bear meanings to 
understand their work-related motives. Discussions and interpretations of the major findings in 
the current study are provided with greater details.  
Chronological Age and Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
The current study sought to go beyond the peripheral role of age typically as treated in 
earlier empirical work on OCB by exploring direct relationships between age and OCBs. 
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Building upon preceding work with respect to age-personality (e.g., Allemand et al., 2008; 
McCrae et al., 1999; McCrae et al., 2004; Roberts et al., 2003, 2006; Srivastava et al., 2003; 
Warr et al., 2001) as well as personality-OCB relations (e.g., Le et al., 2011), the current study 
has proposed a curvilinear relationship of age with OCBs, wherein middle-aged employees were 
expected to show the highest levels of OCBs. Counter to the prediction of the current study, a 
curvilinear pattern failed to portray the relationships of age with OCBs among municipal park 
and recreation employees. The current study, however, found significantly positive relationships 
of age with conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and overall OCB, when controlling for other 
demographic attributes. In other words, older employees tended to report higher levels of OCBs, 
particularly conscientiousness and sportsmanship, as opposed to their younger counterparts.  
The linear relational patterns and small effect sizes of chronological age yielded from the 
data are congruent with the meta-analytical findings reported in Ng and Feldman (2008). 
Specifically, Ng and Feldman (2008) found that age was significantly correlated with self-rated 
overall OCB at .08, self-rated OCB directed at others at .07, self-rated OCB directed at 
organizations at .14, and self-rated OCB directed at tasks at .13. According to Cohen’s (1988) 
standards, in which correlation coefficients of .10, .30, and .50 are considered small, medium, 
and large effect sizes, the strength of age-related OCB relationships obtained in Ng and Feldman 
(2008) was essentially small. While the data in the current study yielded somewhat stronger 
correlations of age with overall OCB (r = .19), conscientiousness (r = .26), sportsmanship (r 
= .14) and civic virtue (r = .09), the small effect size (Cohen’s f 2) of age on OCBs in the current 
study (overall OCB: .025; conscientiousness: .042; sportsmanship: .028) indicated that, when 
controlling for other demographic attributes, the amount of variance in OCBs explained by age 
was fairly small, implying that age may be a distal predictor of OCBs. Alternatively, age did not 
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appear to relate to all the OCB subdimensions in the current study as suggested in Ng and 
Feldman (2008). A direct, positive relationship of age with other-directed OCB, such as altruism 
and courtesy, were not found in the current study. Although age was significantly predictive of 
two forms of organization-directed OCB (i.e., conscientiousness and sportsmanship) in the 
sample of the municipal park and recreation employees, there was no significant evidence 
suggesting that age accounted for the variance in another specific organization-directed OCB – 
civic virtue.  
 The ceiling effect observed in the OCB subdimensions and overall OCB might have 
attenuated the possible linear or even curvilinear relationships of age with OCBs. It is noted that 
the major problem with the use of self-reports is respondents’ self-serving motivation to distort 
the ratings in a favorable light (Chattopadhyay, 1999; Organ, 1988; Organ et al., 2006). However, 
the respondents currently employed at municipal parks and recreation agencies might be inclined 
to be good organizational citizens as a result of effective use of selection devices (Bolino & 
Turnley, 2003) and/or internationalization of organizational culture with, for example, a 
collective emphasis (George & Jones, 1997; Somech & Ron, 2007). A recent study conducted by 
Farland (2010) on organizational culture of municipal park and recreation agencies has suggested 
that support-orientation culture with an emphasis on trust and caring appeared prevalent among 
the surveyed agencies. It is difficult to distinguish whether the ceiling effect is a measurement 
artifact, a reflection of self-serving bias, or a true representation of actual good citizens.  
Age Differences in OCB Motives 
 To have a more in-depth understanding about age-related OCB processes, the current 
study investigated age differences in two OCB-specific motives, that is prosocial and impression 
management motives. Prosocial motives reflect one’s concerns for others’ well-being (Grant, 
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2008; Rioux & Penner, 2001), and impression management motives relate to one’s desire to 
protect or enhance his/her public images. The predictions for the relationships of age with 
prosocial and impression management motives were derived from the principles of 
socioemotional selectivity theory and were based on accumulated evidence with respect to age 
differences in motives.  
Socioemotional selectivity theory (Carstensen, 1993; Carstensen et al., 1999; Fung et al., 
1999) posits that relative salience and priorities of social goals change as a function of the 
subjective sense of time left in the future. Specifically, the sense of open-ended future time 
causes younger adults to focus on preparedness for the future and engage in social behavior that 
entails instrumental value. Perceived limited future time associated with aging leads to a shift in 
individuals’ focus from the distant future to the present, which in turn enhances the perceived 
importance of social activities that could furnish emotional meanings and gratification. 
Socioemotional selectivity theorists (Lang & Carstensen, 2002) argued that commitment towards 
generativity, that is, contributing to the social system, may create a channel for individuals to 
find emotional gratification. Conjointly, it appears that other-concern may be more salient for 
older employees, whereas self-concern may be more important in the eyes of younger employees.  
The current study thus predicted a positive relationship between age and prosocial 
motives, and a negative relationship between age and impression management motives. The data 
from municipal park and recreation employees provides support for such predictions. It 
seemingly describes a hierarchy of what is valued with increasing age. Generally speaking, older 
employees reported greater prosocial motives, whereas younger employees reported greater 
impression management motives. In this sense, older employees were more likely to perceive 
OCBs as opportunities to express their concern for the welfare of others or of their collective 
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group/organization. In contrast, it appears that younger employees were more likely to view 
OCBs as opportunities to exert influence on the images that others might form about them, 
possibly with an intention to secure positive interpersonal and/or career outcomes derived from 
favorable public images. The positive relationship between age and prosocial motives found in 
the current study is consistent with the meta-analytical result in Kooij et al. (2010), in which age 
was positively related to a social motive concerning humanitarian values. The negative 
relationship between age and impression management motives found in the current study appears 
to echo the findings reported in previous work (e.g., Inceoglu et al., 2012; Kooij et al., 2010; 
Maehr & Braskamp, 1986; Ng & Feldman, 2010; Warr, 2008) with respect to younger 
employees’ greater concern over compensation, career progression, and recognition.  
 In spite of support for the predicted relationships between age and the two OCB motives, 
the regression coefficients and effect sizes of age were rather small (prosocial motives: Bage 
= .006, Cohen’s f 2 = .005; impression management motives: Bage = -.033, Cohen’s f 
2
 = .044), 
when controlling for other demographic variables. As with small effect sizes of age reported in 
previous work on age and work-related motivation in relatively large samples (Inceoglu et al., 
2012), the findings of the current study showed that age accounted for a small amount of 
variance in the two OCB motives, particularly prosocial ones. The small effects of age on 
prosocial and impression management motives appears to suggest that a multitude of factors 
might moderate the magnitude and/or even the direction of the relationships of age with the two 
OCB motives (cf. Lawrence, 1996). An alternative possible explanation for the small effect of 
age on prosocial motives might reside in the ceiling effect induced by the prevalence of high 
self-rated scores on prosocial motives.  
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Preceding work has shown that demographic attributes, such as gender (Inceoglu et al., 
2012) or occupation (Kooij et al., 2010), might moderate the relationships between age and some 
work-related motives. The post-hoc analyses revealed that demographic attributes, including sex, 
education, and position, did not have significant moderating effects on the relationships of age 
with the two OCB motives. Only the functional areas were found to moderate the relationship 
between age and prosocial motives. Specifically, a generally positive relationship between age 
and prosocial motives was not found for parks employees. The simple slopes analysis, instead, 
suggested that parks employees’ prosocial motives might not relate to age or even decrease with 
age. One plausible explanation for this unexpected finding might reside in physical declines 
affecting older parks employees. While physical demands of tasks are generally greater for parks 
employees than for administrative or recreation employees, declines in physical capacities with 
increasing age might be more contextually salient for parks employees. As such, older parks 
employees might experience greater physical strains at work as opposed to their younger 
counterparts, which in turn might hinder older parks employees’ desire to show concern for 
others through citizenship action. The current study was not designed to ascertain differences 
among administrative, recreation, and parks employees, and could not provide a definite 
explanation for the different age-motive pattern observed in parks employees. Actual causes for 
this age-motive pattern merit further investigations.  
As with the problem observed in OCB ratings of the current study, the rating scores on 
prosocial motives could not be immune from the threat of socially desirable bias, granted that 
prosocial actions have positive effects on self-image (Hitlin, 2007; Pyszczynski & Cox, 2004). 
Moreover, the ceiling effect of prosocial motives might admittedly be a measurement artifact, or 
reflect employees’ true emphasis on prosocial values as a consequence of self-selected 
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participation in the survey, selection procedures used by organizations, or socialization of 
organizational norms. As participation in the current study could be viewed as helping behavior, 
employees who voluntarily chose to participate in the current study might have higher general 
prosocial orientation in comparison to those non-participants. Employees in municipal park and 
recreation agencies might translate their friendly, amicable personalities (Parr & Lashua, 2005) 
into their prosocial motives. They might also embrace a humanitarian norm or support-oriented 
culture (Farland, 2010) rooted in such public agencies given that a common theme across their 
mission statements is to enhance quality of life for their residents. As agency missions or visions 
indicate the ultimate purpose of employees’ work, an organization’s characteristics such as 
missions or visions could emerge as a recruiting or retention tool and attract job applicants or 
employees who share values communicated from those mission or vision statements (Brown, 
Yoshioka, & Munoz, 2004).  
Mediating Roles of OCB Motives  
 Drawing on preceding theoretical and empirical attempts at identifying prosocial values 
and impression management as OCB motives, the current study extended the first two sets of 
hypotheses by postulating that prosocial and impression management motives would mediate the 
relationship between age and OCB. The results of the mediation analyses in the current study 
provided partial support for this set of hypotheses. Prosocial motives were found to be a 
significant mediator in the relationships of age with four OCB sub-dimensions, including 
altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue, though prosocial motives appeared 
to mediate the relationships of age with courtesy and overall OCB at a lower confidence level of 
90%. Impression management motives were found to play a consistent, significant mediating 
role in the relationships of age with all the OCB sub-dimensions and overall OCB. The present 
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findings extend previous research on age-related OCB relationships (e.g., Iun & Huang, 2007; 
Ng & Feldman, 2008) by verifying prosocial and impression management motives as relevant 
underlying psychological mechanisms in age-related OCB processes.  
 The mediation analyses showed that the directions of relational paths from age to motives 
were congruent with those of relational paths from the respective motives to OCBs. Specifically, 
age was positively related to prosocial motives, which formed positive relationships with OCBs, 
while age was negatively related to impression management motives, which were then predictive 
of lower OCBs. It seems that OCBs might increase with age through positive effects of prosocial 
motives that appeared to increase with age as well as through adverse effects of impression 
management motives that appeared to decrease with age. The findings regarding mediation roles 
of OCB motives might provide an explanation for positive relationships of age with OCBs, 
particularly conscientiousness, sportsmanship and overall OCB.  
The relationships of prosocial and impression management motives with OCBs yielded 
from the data of the current study somewhat differ from findings reported in preceding work. 
When researchers contrasted the usefulness of prosocial motives, impression management 
motives, and organizational concern in predicting OCBs, positive relationships of prosocial 
motives with OCBs, particularly behaviors directed toward individuals, have received consistent 
empirical support across different rating sources and organizational settings (e.g., Finkelstein, 
2006; Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Grant & Mayer, 2009; Rioux & Penner, 2001). Interestingly, 
the current study did not find consistent, strong evidence that prosocial motives mediated the 
relationship between age and OCBs directed toward individuals (altruism and courtesy), where 
this mediation effect was significant in predicting altruism but not courtesy. Instead, a significant 
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mediation effect of prosocial motives was found in the relationship between age and OCBs 
toward the organization (conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue).  
Despite mixed findings regarding the relationships of impression management motives 
with OCBs reported across studies, even those using self-reported data, the current study found 
significant negative relationships between such motives and self-reported OCBs. Using the same 
OCB scale as in the current study, Rioux and Penner (2001) found that impression management 
motives were positively related to only self-rated sportsmanship. Based on the findings from 
Finkelstein and Penner (2004), an inverse relationship was found only between impression 
management motives and self-reported OCB directed toward the organization, when actually 
they expected that impression management motives would be more strongly related to OCB 
directed toward individuals. In another sample, Finkelstein (2006) found no significant utility of 
impression management motives in predicting either self-rated OCB directed toward individuals 
or toward the organization. When assessing interaction effects of prosocial and impression 
management motives on supervisor-ratings of OCB, the study by Grant and Mayer (2009) 
suggested impression management motives as a predictor of high OCB directed toward 
individuals.  
The discrepancy in the results of prosocial and impression management motives 
predicting OCBs between the current study and earlier work could be primarily ascribed to 
differences of the samples, differences in the measures used to assess prosocial motives and 
OCB, and differences in the consideration of statistical control variables. In addition to different 
response patterns, the larger sample size of the current study, as opposed to the ones in previous 
work (Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Finkelstein, 2006; Rioux & Penner, 2001), might have 
afforded greater power to detect significant variation. On the other hand, the differences in the 
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measures used to assess prosocial motives and OCB might provide an account for such 
discrepant findings. For example, Finkelstein and his colleague (Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; 
Finkelstein, 2006) used Lee and Allen’s (2002) 16-item two-factor OCB scale, and some items 
of this scale were tapped into the challenging form of OCB rather than having a single focus on 
affiliative and cooperative citizenship behavior, as in the case of Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) five-
factor OCB scale employed in the current study.  
Another alternative explanation might reside in the inclusion of organizational concern 
predicting OCBs in earlier work, which, however, was not considered in the current study. 
Previous studies were designed to contrast the usefulness of three types of OCB motives in 
predicting OCB, suggesting that organizational concern might be a more solid predictor of OCB 
when compared to prosocial and impression management motives (Finkelstein, 2006; Finkelstein 
& Penner, 2004; Rioux & Penner, 2001). However, theoretical rationales for the relationships of 
prosocial and impression management motives should not be discounted. The argument that 
employees with strong prosocial motives may feel more responsible for the development and 
welfare of the organization as a whole and therefore are more likely to subordinate their 
individual interests to the collective good (Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Grant, 2008; Grant & Mayer, 
2009) appeared to theoretically support the relationship between prosocial motives and OCBs 
directed toward the organization (i.e., conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue). The 
negative relationships between impression management motives and OCBs found in the current 
study, on the one hand, appeared to echo scholars’ concerns over low consistency or quality of 
OCB stemming from self-serving motives (Bolino, 1999; Bolino et al., 2004). On the other hand, 
the negative connotations of impression management items, such as Machiavellianism (Bolino et 
al., 2004), might trigger respondents’ social desirable tendencies to assign low scores on such 
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items. Since the current study did not include organizational concern as a statistical control 
variable, as opposed to previous studies, caution is urged in interpreting the importance of 
prosocial and impression management motives in predicting OCBs. 
Utility of Subjective Age Measures in Explaining Age-Related OCB Processes 
Another major objective of the current study was to investigate the roles of subjective age 
measures in the relationships of chronological age with OCB motives and OCB. The current 
study included three subjective age measures: identity age, cognitive age, and comparative age. 
Identity age (Barak, 1987) was a single-item scale that required respondents to indicate an age-
referent group with which they would identify most. Cognitive age (Barak & Schiffman, 1981; 
Barak, 1987; Barak & Stern, 1986) was a four-item scale that required respondents to specify an 
age decade with which they identify most, along the four age aspects: feel age, look age, do age, 
and interest age. The comparative age scale (Kastenbaum et al., 1972) measured subjective age 
identity by invoking explicit comparison with same-aged peers as the reference group along the 
five domains: feel age, look age, interest and activity age, age perceptions by unfamiliar others, 
and age perceptions by familiar others. Prior to an elaboration on the findings for the utility of 
these three subjective age measures in explaining age-related OCB processes, the relationships of 
chronological age with these three subjective age measures merited some discussion. 
Relationships between Chronological Age and Subjective Age Identity 
As earlier studies (e.g., Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002; Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland 
et al., 1997; Kaufman & Elder, 2002; Montepare & Lachman, 1989) reported, the results of the 
current study suggest that chronological age is positively associated with identity age and 
cognitive age. Most employees labeled themselves with an age-referent group in identity age or 
cognitive age that was not too distant from the category that would be normally assigned to their 
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actual chronological age. For example, the post hoc analysis showed that only 14 out of 204 
employees aged 51 and older felt that the “young” category best described them, while the rest of 
those aged 51 and older reported the categories of “middle aged” or “old.”  
In line with previous evidence for older adults’ tendency to report a subjective age 
identity that is younger than their actual age (e.g., Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1989; Barnes-
Farrell et al., 2002; Goldsmith & Heiens, 1992; Hubley & Hultsch, 1994; Hubley & Russell, 
2009; Kaufman & Elder, 2002; Mock & Eibach, 2011; Montepare & Lachman, 1989; Öberg & 
Tornstam, 2001; Rubin & Berntsen, 2006; Ward, 2010; Westerhof & Barrett, 2005), a negative 
relationship between chronological age and comparative age was found in the current study. In 
other words, chronologically older employees tended to perceive themselves as generally 
younger than their same-age peers, whereas chronologically younger employees were more 
likely than their older counterparts to perceive themselves as older than their same-age peers.  
The findings regarding chronological age and comparative age, coupled with the 
evidence of positive associations of chronological age with identity age and cognitive age, could 
be an example of selective self-stereotyping compelled by a need to protect positive self-
concepts (Biernat et al., 1996). The employees in the current study, on the one hand, seemingly 
accepted to be part of a broader social category by selecting an age-referent group that would be 
typically used to define their chronological age, but on the other hand disassociated themselves 
from the potential social stigmas associated with older or younger ages by preserving a more 
youthful or mature identity. Older employees’ perceptions of being younger might express their 
desire to remain youthful and deny aging in an attempt to counteract negative cultural messages 
associated with aging (Kite, Stockdale, Whitley, & Johnson, 2005; Schafer & Shippee, 2010). 
Even though American culture tends to value youth over old age (Westerhof, Barrett, Steverink, 
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2003; Westerhof & Barrett, 2005), youth does not always evoke favorable perceptions in work 
settings. For example, labels of lack of experience or skills, untrustworthiness, or unreliability 
may place younger employees into a disadvantaged status (Hassell & Perrewé, 1993; Ostroff & 
Atwater, 2003; Rosen & Jerdee, 1976; Snape & Redman, 2003). As such, identification with 
being older as an expression of resisting the internalization of negative stereotypes might help 
younger employees secure a favorable self-image (cf. Montepare & Lachman, 1989). This may 
explain why some of the chronologically younger employees in the current study considered 
themselves older than their same-age peers.   
Based on accumulated evidence on correlates of subjective age identity, a myriad of 
factors other than the need for a positive self-concept might explain respondents’ younger or 
older age identities. By definition, subjective age identity might be a product of one’s evaluations 
of his/her own characteristics, physiological states, or psychosocial experiences against age-
related stereotypes. In this sense, perceptual variation in what would be typical for a certain age 
might provide an alternative explanation for variation in self-views given similar chronological 
age (Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1989). More importantly, it is reasonable to presume that the 
formation of respondents’ age identities was not isolated from parameters ranging from one’s 
physical and psychological well-being to experiences in managing age-related expectations or 
age-structured roles. Based on their implications for explaining the relationships of subjective 
age identity with OCB motives and OCBs, the meanings of these factors are elaborated in further 
interpretations of findings for the predictive roles of subjective age identity in age-related OCB 
processes.  
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Subjective Age Identity, Motives, and OCB 
 Guided by the research question of the current study, one hypothesis was formulated to 
test the incremental importance of the three subjective age measures in predicting OCB; the other 
was proposed to examine the moderation effect of comparative age in the relationships of age 
with the criterion variables. While the current study followed the approach used by Cleveland 
and her colleagues (Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland et al., 1997) to prove the usefulness of 
subjective age measures, the two hypotheses in relation to subjective age measures were 
exploratory in nature. In other words, no specific directions of relationships were defined in 
advance. 
 The results suggest that subjective age measures made a significantly unique contribution 
to the prediction of only a few OCB dimensions. Specifically, when controlling for age and other 
demographic variables, identity age accounted for 1.1% of the variance in conscientiousness; 
cognitive age accounted for 1.3% of the variance in sportsmanship; comparative age accounted 
for 1.6% of the variance in sportsmanship and 1% of the variance in overall OCB. Despite 
significant increases in the amount of variance explained by subjective age measures, the 
increases were rather insubstantial. One reason for the small effects and insignificant findings 
could be that subjective age measures might not be proximal predictors of OCBs, or that their 
relationships with OCBs might be subject to a wide array of individual and contextual attributes. 
For example, while cognitive age and comparative age were found to be significantly related to 
both prosocial and impression management motives in post hoc analyses, these two motives 
might mediate the relationships of these two subjective age measures with OCBs. An alternative 
explanation for these small effects might reside in the ceiling effects of the scores on OCBs. Due 
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to restricted variation in OCBs, the strengths of the relationships of subjective age measures and 
OCBs might have been compromised in the current study. 
 Beyond the magnitude of the relationships, the results reveal that, when controlling for 
age and other demographic variables, conscientiousness increased with identity age; 
sportsmanship decreased with cognitive age or comparative age; the levels of overall OCB in 
general declined with comparative age. Based on the finding concerning identity age, in which 
most employees considered themselves either middle-aged or young, it could be interpreted that 
when employees’ chronological ages were equal, those with a middle-aged identity reported 
higher levels of conscientiousness than did those with a young identity. Since individuals tend to 
impute the meanings of maturity (Steitz & McClary, 1988) and family obligations (Logan et al., 
1992) to “middle-aged” as an age group descriptor, as opposed to a “young” age identity, higher 
conscientiousness observed in employees with middle-aged identity might reflect a sense of 
maturity or responsibility associated with their family roles.  
 The findings of the predictive relationships of cognitive age and comparative age with 
sportsmanship suggest that, given the same chronological age, employees who identified 
themselves with younger age (decade) groups, or those who perceived themselves as younger 
than same-age peers tended to report higher sportsmanship. This appears to support evidence 
from previous gerontology research that younger age identities are a marker of positive effect 
(Ward, 2010), higher levels of general self-efficacy (Boehmer, 2007), stronger beliefs about 
meeting demands of work (Kaliterna et al., 2002), and lower job-related and off-job stress 
(Barnes-Farrell & Piotrowski, 1991; Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002). Sportsmanship, by definition, is 
behavior that maintains a positive attitude in the face of adversity and tolerates inconveniences 
imposed from work. Moreover, research has documented that engagement in OCB might 
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consume already constrained resources, such as time and energy, and contribute to role overload, 
job stress, and work-family conflict (Bolino & Turnley, 2005). Employees with younger age 
identities might feel less stressed, be more capable of managing their stress, or have more 
positive affective states, which in turn could afford greater toleration and persistence without 
complaining or expressing grievances. In a similar vein, positive psychological states associated 
with younger age identities might provide an explanation for the generally negative relationship 
between comparative age and overall OCB. 
 Assuming that the subjective meanings associated with older or younger age identities 
might vary with age, the current study also examined the interaction effect of chronological age 
and comparative age in predicting OCB motives and OCBs. Countrary to this expectation, no 
significant interaction effects were found on the criterion variables. This could be due to an 
overall relatively smaller number of respondents with older age identities. In particular, with an 
already younger sample used in the current study as compared to the population normally used in 
gerontology research, the number of respondents having older age identities substantially 
decreasing with age appeared to impose a limitation on the current study’s attempt to identify 
whether older age identities bear different meanings at different chronological ages. 
Alternatively, younger and older employees may have different reasons for embracing a younger 
age identity. For example, Montepare and Lachman (1989) found that fear of aging was a 
pronounced factor leading to younger age identities for younger adults but not for older adults. 
The insignificant findings concerning the interaction effect appear to suggest that, even though 
age differences may exist in the evaluative process of forming a younger age identity, its 
meaning in shaping OCB motives and OCBs may not differ at different chronological ages. 
218

In spite of the limited utility of cognitive age and comparative age in predicting OCBs, 
these two subjective age measures were found to be significant predictors of both prosocial and 
impression management motives, as aforementioned. When controlling for chronological age 
and other demographic variables, these two subjective age measures were negatively related to 
prosocial motives, and positively related to impression management motives. In view of this, 
younger age identities may generally foster the salience of prosocial motives and reduce the 
salience of impression management motives. The present results appear to support and extend 
the positive view on younger age identities derived from this line of gerontology research. Prior 
research has often shown that younger age identities, particularly among middle-aged and older 
adults, might be indicative of health, subjective well-being, physical functioning, or social 
functioning (e.g., Barrett, 2003; Cleaver & Muller, 2002; Hubley & Russell, 2009; Logan et al., 
1992; Westerhof & Barrett, 2005). Accordingly, the present findings can be interpreted that 
positive physical and psychological states beneath a younger age identity might empower an 
individual to go beyond his/her own interests and pay attention to others’ needs and welfare.  
Altnernatively, it is likely that positive self-perceptions and younger age identities often 
come hand in hand insofar as a younger age identity may equate with a greater ability to make 
psychosocial adjustments or to exhibit a pre-existing positive self-image. The need to seek 
affirmation from others might, therefore, become less salient for those with a younger age 
identity, as opposed to those with an older age identity or an age identity nearly as old as their 
chronological age. However, it is also possible that the need for self-enhancement often observed 
in younger age identities is the underlying psychological mechanism that fuels prosocial motives. 
Batson and his colleagues (Baton, Ahmad, Powell, & Stocks, 2008; Batson, van Lange, Ahmad, 
& Lishner, 2003) argued that prosocial values or motivation could serve as an instrumental 
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means to the egoistic ultimate goal of securing a positive self-concept. The need to maintain a 
positive self-concept might guide respondents with younger age identities to believe that they 
engage in OCBs for others’ sake rather than for their own.  
The aforementioned explanations were based on the assumption that the respondents’ 
answers to the motives in the survey reflected their true selves. The self-reported data in the 
current study was liable to socially desirable responses. Considering the positive perception of a 
prosocial image as opposed to the negative connotations of impression management, the findings 
might, to a certain extent, reflect their motivation to present a favorable image in the survey 
responses. Given that confidentiality was assured, there was no need for the respondents to hide 
their actual traits. Socially desirable responses might not be the primary explanation for these 
findings. 
It should be noted that, according to the post hoc analyses on the effects of comparative 
age groups, employees with older age identities, on average, neither had the lowest levels of 
prosocial motives nor the highest levels of impression management motives. In other words, the 
negative relationship of comparative age with prosocial motives might be accurate in describing 
a general pattern of differences in prosocial motives between those with younger age identities 
and those with age identities nearly as old as their chronological age, but might be erroneously 
descriptive of the differences between those with older age identities and those with age 
identities nearly as old as their chronological age. Likewise, the positive relationship of 
comparative age with impression management motives might be accurate in portraying a general 
pattern of differences in impression management motives between those with younger age 
identities and those with age identities nearly as old as their chronological age. However, they 
might erroneously depict the differences between those with older age identities and those with 
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age identities nearly as old as their chronological age. In accounting for the highest impression 
management motives observed from those with age identities nearly as old as their chronological 
age, the current study speculates that, other than possibly poorer well-being, those embracing 
their chronological age identity or some age identity near their own age might tend to abide by 
the concept of “acting your age.” This behavioral norm, in turn, regulates them to be concerned 
with others’ perceptions of their behavior. It should be noted that the transformation of the 
continuous data of comparative age into three categories could incur loss of precise estimation 
and introduce errors associated with imposition of cutpoints (Harrell, 2010). Coupled with a 
relatively small number of employees reporting older age identities, potential errors incurred by 
the use of categorical data of comparative age imply that the motive patterns found between the 
comparative age groups might not be stable and representative.  
Other Findings 
 A post hoc analysis was conducted in order to replicate Grant and Mayer’s (2009) 
research on the interaction effects of prosocial and impression management motives on OCBs. 
Contrary to the expectation, while controlling for role definitions, the interaction effect between 
prosocial and impression management motives was found to be significant only in predicting 
conscientiousness. The results showed that employees with high levels of both prosocial and 
impression management motives reported the highest levels of conscientiousness. This was 
consistent with the findings of Grant and Mayer, in which the interaction effect was assessed on 
initiative – a construct that somewhat overlaps the notion of conscientiousness. In contrast, the 
significant interaction effect on helping and courtesy reported in Grant and Mayer was not found 
in the current study. This discrepancy could be due to differences in the idiosyncrasies of the 
samples and/or the source of OCB ratings. While the current study used self-reported data, and 
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Grant and Mayer used supervisor ratings of employee helping and courtesy, different biases 
stemming from various rating sources might have led to different results (cf. Organ et al., 2006). 
Conclusion 
 
In view of a shift in the age composition of the workforce, the current study was designed 
to investigate the roles of OCB-specific motives and subjective age identity in age-related OCB 
processes. The current study revealed several noteworthy findings: (1) positive relationships of 
age with conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and overall OCB; (2) age differences in prosocial 
and impression management motives; (3) the mediation roles of prosocial and impression 
management motives in the age-related OCB relationship; (4) the utility of subjective age 
measures in predicting some forms of OCBs, prosocial motives, and impression management 
motives. The findings pertaining to age differences in motives indicate the greater salience of 
prosocial motives and the lower relevance of impression management with increasing age, 
providing empirical support for the general principles derived from socioemotional selectivity 
theory. The current study advances knowledge of age differences in motives by identifying age 
differences in the two OCB-specific motives. The mediation relationships found in the current 
study appear to more meaningfully present age as a relevant demographic antecedent to OCBs, 
beyond behavior as a function of age. Alternatively, moving beyond the focus of the recent 
empirical studies on age-related changes in motivational attributes (e.g., Inceoglu et al., 2012; 
Kooij et al., 2011; Warr, 2001, 2008), the current study verifies Kanfer and Ackerman’s (2004) 
theoretical argument on such age-related changes as pronounced factors shaping employees’ 
behavioral outcomes.  
The use of the comparative age measure allowed the current study to specifically explore 
and witness the relevance of younger age identities in shaping OCB-specific motives. 
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Specifically, self-concepts of being younger appear to operate as a relevant psychological 
mechanism, which not only compensates the negative aspect of aging, but also empowers 
employees, particularly those who are relatively older, to consider the needs of others as the 
primary driving forces for OCBs. In contrast, employees without such self-concepts are more 
likely to place emphasis on their public image. The findings from the current study resonate the 
core value of research work on employee well-being (e.g., Grawitch, Gottschalk, & Munz, 2006), 
namely, that healthy employees, mentally and physically, are invaluable assets to organizations. 
Younger age identities per se, perhaps do not operate as a direct, compelling force with regard to 
OCBs. Such age identities may indicate psychological preparedness for greater responsibilities 
that go beyond individuals’ self-interest. To the best of my knowledge, the current study 
embodies the first empirical effort that uses comparative age as an alternative age measure to 
fathom organizational behavior phenomena. The consideration of the subjective age measures, 
particularly comparative age, provides a valuable perspective to gauge employees’ motives, 
attitudes, and behavior based on their meanings of physical or social functioning, or self-concept. 
The results of subjective age measures and OCB-specific motives from the current study shed 
some light on age-related changes in work-related motives. 
Contribution to the Field of Park and Recreation 
 The current study contributes to the field of park and recreation with its new field-
specific knowledge, methodological advances, and practical implications. Practical implications 
are provided in a separate section of this chapter. The findings of the current study improve 
knowledge of employees’ age-related OCB processes in the field of park and recreation. How the 
aging workforce may plague management of employee OCB has not received much attention in 
this field. The current study disclosed age differences in prosocial and impression management 
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motives for engaging in OCBs. Such differences then, to some extent, accounted for the variation 
in OCBs reported by employees from this profession.  
As older employees are more likely to experience age-related prejudices and 
discrimination at work (Posthuma & Campion, 2009), the findings of the current study reveal the 
indispensable value of older employees for municipal park and recreation agencies. Older 
employees’ greater performance in OCBs (conscientiousness and sportsmanship) and greater 
other-concern when compared with their younger counterparts, in essence, lubricates the social 
machinery of an organizational system (Organ et al., 2006; Smith et al., 1983). Such cooperative 
and supportive gestures by older employees mitigate the intensity of internal competition, 
facilitating greater synergies of interdependent structure in response to threat of any kind from 
external environments.  
The salience of using OCBs as impression management tactics observed from younger 
employees might be indicative of a socialization process within municipal park and recreation 
agencies. While learning about instrumental values of OCBs and potentially limited penalties 
associated with not performing them, employees may use such activities as impression 
management behavioral tactics in response to their supervisors’ or peers’ expectations. For them, 
OCB activities do not fall into their core responsibilities, which should be a priority for them. 
They are not at the stage at which they internalize those external expectations. Alternatively, the 
way employees in municipal park and recreation agencies define OCBs as their jobs may be a 
function of role negotiation (Graen, 1976). OCB role definitions may vary from person to person, 
and from behavior to behavior. Some employees may have more clearly defined role boundaries 
than others. Some forms of OCBs, such as altruism, may be more difficult to mandate (Wilson, 
2005). In this role negotiation process, OCBs stemming from impression management motives 
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may be a consequence of role negotiation between an employee and his/her manager or social 
environment. In addition, OCBs with connotations of impression management may serve as a 
strategy, by which employees, particularly those who are younger, negotiate and structure their 
role at work.   
Socioemotional selectivity theory and theoretical arguments derived from earlier 
organizational research, in general, provided valid predictions of psychological processes of 
employees from the field of park and recreation. Some findings, however, may reflect the unique 
characteristics of this particular sample. For example, the consistently negative relationships 
between impression management motives and OCBs in the current study contradict conclusions 
from earlier studies (e.g., Finkelstein, 2006; Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Grant & Mayer, 2009; 
Rioux & Penner, 2001). Because of supportive culture (Farland, 2010) and/or remote supervision 
associated with geographically dispersed work locations, many employees in municipal park and 
recreation agencies might not value OCBs as a means to achieve impression management. 
Alternatively, as aforementioned, the possibility that this sample of employees were highly 
concerned with the negative connotations of impression management items should not be 
discounted.  
The mixed-mode survey strategy used in the current study helped to include more entry-
level and manual workers in park and recreation, while this segment of employees was often 
missed in studies that relied on the use of merely online surveys and professional association’s 
membership directories (e.g., Caldwell et al., 2010; Mulvaney, 2011). Due to the limited budget, 
the design of the mixed-mode strategy was far from being ideal. This limitation restrained the 
effectiveness of producing a more representative sample. However, the sufficient numbers of 
respondents from different functional departments allowed the current study to consider such 
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departmental differences as a control variable and explore its role in some studied relationships. 
For instance, the positive relationship between age and prosocial motives did not appear to be 
held among employees in park operations. Though park and recreation have been frequently 
consolidated into a single agency, differences in employee attributes, attitudes, and behavior may 
exist between park and recreation functions for their unique purposes. Future research on 
organizational behavior phenomena within park and recreation agencies needs to take such 
differences into account and resorts to a survey strategy that can generate a more representative 
sample of park and recreation employees if feasible.    
Limitations and Implications for Future Research 
A concern over common method variance may arise due to the use of self-reports as the 
chosen method for collecting employee data. Associations among variables may not reflect true 
relationships in the presence of common method variance (Cardona, Lawrence, & Bentler, 2004; 
Podsakoff et al., 2003). Based on the recommendation of Podsakoff and his colleages (Podsakoff 
& Organ 1986; Podsakoff et al., 2003), the current study employed exploratory and confirmatory 
factor analyses to diagnose the impact of common method variance. The results revealed that 
common method variance might not be a severe problem in the current study.  
It is recognized that the current study remains vulnerable to the threat of socially 
desirable bias. To reduce this bias and encourage candid responses, the current study employed 
assurances of confidentiality. However, the criterion variables in the current study appeared to 
suffer from ceiling effects or floor effects. As discussed earlier, the failure to obtain substantial 
effect sizes for the studied relationships might be due to ceiling effects and floor effects. 
Considerable evidence has indicated that, for U.S. employees, self-ratings of performance tend to 
be more lenient than are the ratings obtained from supervisors or peers (Farh, Dobbins, & Cheng, 
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1991; Holzbach, 1978). Thus far, it is logical to speculate that the observed high scores on OCBs 
and prosocial motives and the observed low scores on impression management motives might, to 
a certain extent, reflect respondents’ motivation to distort the ratings in a favorable light rather 
than displaying their true feelings. Without measuring social desirability, the current study could 
neither statistically control socially desirable bias nor test the extent to which associations among 
variables could be explained by socially desirable bias.  
The threat of common method variance or bias in self-reports is one prominent reason 
why some scholars (Allen et al., 2000; Organ, 1988; Organ et al., 2006; Organ & Ryan, 1995; 
Podsakoff et al., 2000) have recommended the use of sources other than self – or even multiple 
sources – to rate OCBs. Future studies on employee OCB in park and recreation contexts can 
consider the use of multiple sources by including self-ratings, supervisor ratings, peer ratings and 
possibly customer ratings. This approach may improve the reliability and accuracy of OCB 
ratings (Allen et al., 2000), thereby producing more valid relationships of OCB with other 
variables. 
Another possible limitation is the questionnaire design by which the current study used to 
measure motives for OCB. Following the practice undertaken in earlier work (Rioux & Penner, 
2001), the current study did not ask the respondents to separately rate relevance of the motive 
items for these five behavioral dimensions. This was probably based on the premise that OCB is 
the underlying construct of its five subdimensions. A major shortcoming of this approach is that 
the respondents might impart different weights on the specified behaviors, or in a more extreme 
case, use only one form of OCBs as a reference throughout the attribution activity. For this 
reason, a single score assigned for each motive statement by a respondent might not accurately 
represent his/her motive for each of the five behaviors. The obtained high internal reliabilities of 
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prosocial and impression management motives, nonetheless, indicates that interpretation and 
attribution required for evaluating relevance of motives might be consistent within individuals.  
A limitation of the increased risk of Type I errors associated with a great number of 
statistical analyses performed in the current study is acknowledged. First, the consideration of 
multiple dependent variables led to tests of several regression models, which might inflate the 
probability of Type I errors. The second source of Type I errors might be numerous post hoc 
analyses, while the current study attempted to more comprehensively identify relationships 
between variables of interest by conducting such additional analyses. In view of this, the findings 
presented in the current study require caution in interpretation. 
Given the central focus on age differences in the current study, the use of a cross-
sectional design may incur criticisms. Based on the assumption that age-related changes in 
physiological and psychosocial experiences are normatively age-graded, and can affect everyone, 
regardless of when they were born, the current study predicts inter-individual variation in 
behavior through the lens of life-span developmental psychology, which describes intra-
individual variation with increasing age. However, it is recognized that cross-sectional design 
could not afford assessments that distinguish age-related changes from cohort effects. A cohort 
can be defined as a generation “if it exhibited separate and distinct values and attitudes because 
of its sharing of social, economic and political events, when contrasted to other cohorts” (Parry 
& Urwin, 2011, p. 83). Cohort effects arise when separate age cohorts experience different, 
history-graded cultural influences (Rhodes, 1983; Warr, 1994). As opposed to a cross-sectional 
design, a longitudinal design that observes the changes of the same age cohort(s) over time is a 
more desirable approach when a research attempt is to identify age-related changes. Longitudinal 
designs can afford more accurate assessments of age-related changes that are independent of 
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cohort effects or generational differences. Therefore, just as in many other cross-sectional studies 
on age or generational differences (e.g., Inceoglu et al., 2012; Warr, 2008; Wong, Gardiner, Lang, 
& Coulon, 2008; Zacher et al., 2010), the effects found in the current study for age differences 
might reflect age-related changes, generational differences, cohort effects, and/or non-normative 
influences. The conclusions drawn from the current study concerning age differences must be 
interpreted with caution. 
The current study failed to find substantial utility of subjective age measures in predicting 
OCBs. As discussed earlier, subjective age identity may be a distal predictor of work behavior in 
that it influences behavior through psychological mechanisms. However, it is possible that work 
behavior, such as OCBs, may shape one’s affective state and subjective well-being, which in turn 
may have a bearing on subjective age identity. Their causal relationships may be cyclical. By the 
same token, it requires caution in interpreting the relationships between subjective age measures 
and OCB-specific motives. Employees’ motives in response to social stimuli may serve as a 
source of self-definition. For example, positive self-views resulting from the desire to help others 
may breed one’s subjective age identity that is younger than same-age peers.  
Since the current study heavily relied on hierarchical regression analyses, several 
limitations associated with this particular technique need to be acknowledged. First, relationships 
yielded from hierarchical regression analyses are correlational in nature. This technique per se 
does not suggest causal mechanisms. Second, hierarchical regression analyses require normality 
and homoscedasticity of residuals (Cohen et al., 2003). Since the normality assumption is 
violated in the current study, a bootstrap approach is incorporated to remedy this violation. In 
view of the concern regarding causality discussed earlier, future research may consider the use of 
a longitudinal approach that can provide identification of age-related changes in work motives 
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and/or an investigation of the causal relationships of subjective age identity with work motives 
and behavior.  
The findings in relation to the associations between subjective age identity and OCB 
motives raise questions about the roles of affective states, subjective well-being, and, more 
interestingly, the need for a positive self-concept in explaining the relationships of younger age 
identities with prosocial and impression management motives. Is the need for a positive self-
concept more or less salient among those with younger age identities relative to those with older 
age identities or an age identity similar to their actual age? Does the need for a positive self-
concept enhance prosocial motives for those with younger age identities and reduce their 
impression management motives? Future research is encouraged to explore the underlying 
psychological mechanisms that can account for the phenomena observed in the current study. 
Based on evidence from earlier work for the cognitive age scale and the results of 
confirmatory factor analyses, the current study treated cognitive age and comparative age as 
unidimensional constructs. In contrast, some previous studies treated subjective age items as 
distinct dimensions to explore whether or not different dimensions might bear different 
relationships to outcome variables (e.g., Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002; Kaliterna et al., 2002). 
According to the original operationalization by Kastenbaum et al. (1972), four items in cognitive 
age reflects three different aspects of functional aging: psychological, physical, and social. The 
concept of “feel age” has consistently been associated with psychological attributes such as 
stressors and strains, as opposed to “look age” and “act age” (Barnes-Farrell et al., 2002). It is 
speculated that, as act age or do age (the term used in cognitive age) are designed to capture the 
social aspect of aging, they may provide a lens for understanding behavioral motives, such as 
impression management motives, or behavior in the workplace. Therefore, it is recommended 
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that future research perform more systematic investigations on the potential relationships of 
individual subjective age aspects with OCB motives and OCBs. 
In spite of using the principles derived from socioemotional selectivity theory to frame 
theoretical reasoning, the current study did not include or examine the actual variables proposed 
from this theory. Future time perspective (FTP) is the key concept that socioemotional selectivity 
theory uses to explain different priorities of social goals throughout one’s life span. 
Gerontologists have proved the validity of FTP in predicting priorities of social goals (e.g., Lang 
& Carstensen, 2002). As organizational scholars have urged the use of alternative 
operationalizations of an age factor other than chronological age to investigate aging in the 
workplace (Kooig, De Lange, Jansen, & Dikkers, 2008; Kooij et al., 2010; Ng & Feldman, 2008, 
2010), growing attention to the utility of socioemotional selectivity theory for explaining 
motivation in the workplace has inspired the adoption of the notion of FTP to understand aging 
phenomena in the workplace. For example, Kooij and Van De Voorde (2011) found that limited 
FTP was positively associated with employees’ emphasis on opportunities for teaching and 
sharing skills with younger people (generativity motives) and open-ended FTP was positively 
related to employees’ emphasis on opportunities for growth and achievement (development 
motives) among employees of a Dutch university. Adapting the notion of FTP to the workplace, 
Zacher and Frese (2009) coined the term occupational FTP to capture focus on opportunities in 
the occupational future and focus on remaining time. A follow-up study found that focus on 
opportunities was an important mediator between age and work performance as well as between 
job complexity and performance (Zacher et al., 2010). In future studies on age-related OCB 
processes, researchers may consider incorporation of FTP or occupational FTP when applying 
socioemotional selectivity theory to ascertaining such phenomena. 
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Practical Implications 
 The findings of the current study have several implications for managing employees in 
municipal park and recreation agencies. The small effect sizes of age in the current study, 
however, warrant caution in deriving practical implications. Age differences found in 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, overall OCB, and OCB-specific motives suggest that park and 
recreation agencies should recognize the positive efforts that older employees are more likely to 
put forth in contrast to those of their younger counterparts. Older employees tended to have 
higher prosocial motives and lower impression management motives than younger employees. 
Such age differences in the OCB-specific motives then regulated different levels of engagement 
in OCBs by motivating older employees’ OCBs and reducing younger employees’ OCBs.  
OCBs and prosocial motives are valuable to municipal park and recreation agencies. 
Such behaviors and motives make cooperation and collaboration within a park and recreation 
agency possible, and supporting the organization to successfully provide quality services, 
programs, and events. While prosocial motives (i.e., desires to care about others) and OCBs, 
particularly conscientiousness (i.e., diligence) and sportsmanship (i.e., the ability to maintain 
positive attitudes when facing inconveniences), were found to be higher among older employees, 
these strengths suggest their important role in alleviating tension and boosting collaboration. In 
contrast, younger employees may tend to go beyond the call of duty when they feel their 
cooperative gestures would be seen and recognized.  
It should be noted that the current study does not suggest the use of age as a criterion for 
selection or promotion decisions. Although employers that favor older workers over younger 
ones in recruitment do not violate the Age Discrimination in Employment Act (Mathis & 
Jackson, 2008), age-based selection or promotion practices are liable to lawsuits. As far as 
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selection or promotion is concerned, park and recreation agencies should rely on more valid and 
lawful criteria, such as one’s knowledge, skills, abilities, and experiences.  
Municipal park and recreation agencies should consider those age-related differences 
when communicating their expectations to and managing employees. As younger employees 
generally show lower conscientiousness and sportsmanship, agencies can create social 
opportunities for younger employees to learn about the norm of citizenship from older 
employees. For example, agencies can assign older workers as mentors of younger employees or 
create age-diverse work teams. In this type of arrangement, older employees can help relay 
expectations and act as a role model in shaping younger employees’ cooperative behavior.  
In view of the positive effect of prosocial motives on OCBs, agencies could consider 
several strategies that may boost prosocial motives, particularly among younger employees. For 
example, according to Grant and Berg (2011), managers could highlight the relational nature of 
employees’ task significance and articulate the important impacts of their jobs on others through 
informal or formal communication. This strategy of emphasizing relational blueprints may 
enhance the salience of employees’ working relationships with others and draw attention to 
others’ needs and feelings. Another possible strategy would be to promote collectivistic norms. 
Based on the positive relationship between collectivistic norms and prosocial motivation, as 
suggested in the literature (Batson et al., 2003, 2008; Grant & Berg, 2011), managers could seek 
to develop collectivistic norms by introducing shared goals, collective recognition/rewards, 
teamwork structure, or informal social gatherings. These practices would help facilitate 
interpersonal bonds between organizational members and cultivate a collective sense of “we” 
within the organization. Work environments with these social elements may strengthen 
employees’ desire to make a positive impact on others’ welfare. 
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Younger employees’ greater concerns for impression management may be governed by 
their belief that the use of OCBs as self-enhancement and self-protection tactics can help attain 
instrumental benefits of career progression, recognition, and compensation. The negative 
relationships between impression management motives and OCBs suggest that employees may 
not perform OCBs consistently if they are driven by impression management. To reduce 
impression management motives, particularly of younger employees, one strategy may be to alter 
their belief about the link between OCBs and potential individual gains. The emphasis on 
collective interests, as discussed earlier, may shift younger employees’ focus from impression 
management to prosocial motives.   
 In addition to the promotion of relational nature and collectivistic norms, the findings of 
the current study regarding comparative age and motives/OCBs appear to provide insightful 
managerial implications for stimulating OCBs. The results show that employees with younger 
age identities tended to report higher sportsmanship, higher prosocial motives, and lower 
impression management motives than did those with subjective age identities that were older or 
similar to their chronological age. Therefore, helping employees to secure and maintain their 
younger age identities would be an alternative strategy to encourage prosocial motives, support 
sportsmanship, and diminish concerns for impression management. In turn, greater engagement 
in OCBs may ensue. To foster employees’ self-definition of younger age identities, park and 
recreation agencies need to assist employees in managing their physical and psychological well-
being. Managers could, for instance, frequently check whether their employees experience work 
overload or too much stress. Managers could ensure that established policies or benefits 
programs provide timely opportunities or assistance that employees could use to manage 
difficulties or challenges they experience through multiple responsibilities. Agencies should 
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recognize multiple roles employees may have other than their work role and provide work-life 
balance programs. Agencies should offer growth and development opportunities that help 
employees learn new skills and better adapt to new challenges. The bottom line is that municipal 
park and recreation agencies should pay close and constant attention to employees’ well-being 
and help them stay healthy and positive.  
Concluding Remarks 
 The current study contributes to the body of studies on OCB by enhancing the 
understanding of age-related OCB processes. The current study aligns the literature on 
antecedents to OCB with growing recognition of issues arising from aging workforce. It is 
suggested that OCB-specific motives may vary with chronological age as well as subjective age 
identity, and qualitative differences in motives may further bring about quantitative differences 
in OCB. As fostering OCB is a crucial organizational goal for its direct, positive impact on 
numerous organizational outcomes, the current study provides insight into how age-related 
attributes can make engaging employees’ OCB in municipal park and recreation agencies more 
complicated. Municipal park and recreation agencies should recognize such age-related 
differences in their efforts of motivating valued workforces and cultivating a better workplace.  
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APPENDIX A 
SCALE ITEMS: SUBJECTIVE AGE MEASURES  
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Comparative Age (Adapted from Kastenbaum et al., 1972) 
Sometimes people feel older or younger than they actually are in years. For each statement below, 
please circle the number that best describes the way you feel about your age. 
1) My interests and activities are most like those who are… 
2) Most of the time I FEEL… 
3) Most of the time I LOOK… 
4) People who know me casually regard me as… 
5) People who know me very well regard me as… 
The first item was rated on a 5-point response scale (1 = A lot younger than my age, 5 = A lot 
older than my age). The rest four items was rated on a 5-point response scale (1 = A lot younger 
than most people my age, 5 = A lot younger than most people my age). 
 
Cognitive Age (Adapted from Barak, 1987) 
Please specify which of these age groups you THINK you really belong to:  
 
Identity Age (Adapted from Barak, 1987) 
In your view, which of the following descriptive age categories fits you most? 
Very Young     Young      Middle Aged     Old     Very Old 
 
 
 
  
 Age Groups 
 16-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 ≥ 66 
1. I FEEL as though I am in my…       
2. I LOOK as though I am in my…       
3. I DO most things as though I were in my…       
4. My INTERESTS are mostly those of a person 
in his/her… 
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APPENDIX B 
SCALE ITEMS: PROSOCIAL AND IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT MOTIVES  
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Prosocial Motive Scale by Grant (2008): Items 1~4 
Impression Management Scale by Rioux and Penner (2001): Items 5~14 
 
Instructions: 
Oftentimes, employees engage in discretionary behaviors that are not directly or explicitly 
recognized by the organization’s formal reward system, even though such behaviors do promote 
the effective functioning of the organization. By discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not 
an enforceable requirement of the employees’ role or job description. The behavior is rather a 
matter of personal choice.  
Examples of these behaviors include: 
- helping colleagues who have heavy workloads or work-related problems                           
- not taking unnecessary breaks or time off work 
- touching base with colleagues about your decisions and actions that may affect them        
- not complaining over trivial things 
- attending meetings and keeping up with important issues that may affect the organization 
Please rate how relevant each of the following reasons was to your decisions to engage in those 
discretionary behaviors. (1=not at all relevant, 7=very much relevant) 
 
 
1. Because I care about benefiting others through my work.  
2. Because I want to help others through my work. 
3. Because I want to have positive impact on others. 
4. Because it is important to me to do good for others through my work. 
5. To avoid looking bad in front of others. 
6. To avoid looking lazy. 
7. To look better than my co-workers. 
8. To avoid a reprimand from my boss. 
9. Because I fear appearing irresponsible. 
10. To look like I am busy. 
11. To stay out of trouble. 
12. Because rewards are important to me. 
13. Because I want a raise. 
14. To impress my co-workers. 
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APPENDIX C 
SCALE ITEMS: ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (adapted from Nieoff & Moorman, 1993) 
 
 Original Measure Modified Measure 
Altruism 
 
1. Helps others who have been absent Same 
2. Helps others who have heavy work 
loads 
Same 
3. Helps orient new people even though it 
is not required 
Same 
4. Willingly helps others who have work 
related problems 
Same 
Conscientiousness 5. Is always punctual  Is punctual every day, regardless 
of weather, traffic, etc. 
6. Never takes long lunches or breaks Does not take long lunches or 
breaks 
7. Does not take extra breaks Same 
8. Obeys organizational rules, regulations 
and procedures even when no one is 
watching 
Same 
Sportsmanship 9. Consumes a lot of time complaining 
about trivial matters (R) 
Same 
10. Always focuses on what’s wrong with 
his/her situations, rather than the 
positive side (R) 
Tends to focus on what’s wrong 
with his/her situations, rather 
than the positive side (R) 
11. Tends to make “mountains out of 
molehills” (makes problems bigger than 
they are) (R)  
Same 
12. Constantly talks about wanting to quit 
his/her job (R) 
Talks about wanting to quit 
his/her job 
Courtesy 13. Take steps to try to prevent problems 
with other workers 
Same 
14. “Touches base” with others before 
taking any important actions 
Same 
15. Does not abuse the rights of others Same 
16. Consults with others who might be 
affected by his/her actions or decisions 
Same 
Civic Virtue 17. Attends and participates in meetings 
regarding the organization 
Same 
18. Attends functions that are not required, 
but that help the organization’s image 
Same 
19. Keeps abreast of changes in the 
organization 
Same 
20. “Keeps up” with developments in the 
organization 
Same 
All the items are rated on a 7-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). 
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APPENDIX D 
PAPER VERSION OF COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Dear Park and Recreation Employee: 
 
You are invited to participate in a survey being conducted by Yung-Kuei Huang in the 
Department of Recreation, Sport and Tourism under the supervision of Dr. William McKinney in the 
Department of Recreation, Sport and Tourism and Dr. Patrick Vargas in the Department of Advertising 
at the University of Illinois.  This research project is designed to learn about your job attitudes and 
behavior.  Your honest opinions will help park and recreation agencies to better understand the well-
being of their employees and provide insights into improved management practices. 
 
Participation in this survey is completely voluntary.  Please take approximately 10 to 15 
minutes to complete this survey.  You are free to stop at any time.  You may feel that answering some of 
the questions may cause discomfort or put your reputation at risk.  You may choose to skip any items 
you do not wish to answer.  There is no penalty for choosing not to participate.  
 
Confidentiality: All of the information you provide will be kept strictly confidential with our 
best efforts.  Only we, the researchers, will have access to your responses once we receive your 
questionnaire.  In any sort of report we make public, we will not include any information that will make 
it possible to identify you.  The researchers cannot guarantee confidentiality while you mail the 
questionnaire along with your personal information for the prize drawing (see Incentives).  Mailing your 
personal information with your responses may put your reputation at greater risk if someone other than 
the researchers opens the envelope and reviews the responses.  The personal information you may 
provide for the drawing will be stored separately from your responses in a locked location and destroyed 
after the prize winners are selected.   
 
Incentives: By simply completing this survey, you will be eligible to win a $25 gift card.  You 
may choose to enter a prize drawing by filling out the last page of this questionnaire with your contact 
information.  Or you may choose to stay anonymous and not participate in the drawing.  The personal 
information you may provide for the prize drawing will be used only to select and notify gift card 
winners.  After the survey has been closed, we will randomly select five respondents, and each of the 
five will receive a $25 Target gift card.  Your odds of winning the gift card are at worst about 1 in 300, 
but potentially as low as about 1 in 45. 
 
What can you do to help? Please take a few minutes to fill out this survey, and return the 
completed questionnaire by April 30, 2012, in the pre-stamped, self-addressed envelope which is 
provided.  To protect your privacy, the sender information is pre-affixed to the envelope with the 
researcher’s address.  You can also fill out the survey online by typing the following link onto your web 
browser: http://edu.surveygizmo.com/s3/844300/park-recemployee 
 
You must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this survey.  If you choose to participate 
anonymously, then you do not need to sign the second page of this consent information.  Your 
completion and return of this survey represents your implied consent to participate in the study.  If you 
would like to participate in the drawing after you complete the questionnaire, then your signature on the 
second page of this consent document is required.  Please return your completed questionnaire along 
with your signed consent document by mail. 
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If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact the researcher, Yung-Kuei, at 
(217) 766-1821 or via huang24@illinois.edu or Dr. Patrick Vargas at (217) 333-0325 or via 
pvargas@illinois.edu.  If you have any further questions regarding your rights as a project participant 
you may contact the University of Illinois’ Institutional Review Board at (217) 333-2670 (collect calls 
accepted if you identify yourself as a research participant) or by email at irb@illinois.edu.  You are 
welcome to keep this consent information document for your records or you will be given a copy of this 
consent information upon your request. 
 
We thank you for spending your valuable time and effort in making this survey effective. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Yung-Kuei Huang 
Doctoral Candidate 
Department of Recreation, Sport 
and Tourism 
University of Illinois 
Tel: (217) 766-1821 
E-mail: huang24@illinois.edu                                        
William R. McKinney, Ph.D. 
Professor Emeritus  
Department of Recreation, Sport 
and Tourism 
University of Illinois 
E-mail: wmmck@illinois.edu 
Patrick Vargas, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
Department of Advertising 
University of Illinois 
Tel: (217) 333-0325 
E-mail: pvargas@illinois.edu 
 
 
 
 
 A consent signature is required here only if you would like to enter the prize drawing by providing your 
personal information on the last page. Please mail this signed document along with your completed 
questionnaire. 
 
I certify that (1) I am 18 years of age or older; (2) I have read the consent information; (3) I am aware of 
the risks associated with mailing personal information along with my survey responses; (4) I volunteer 
to participate in this research study.  
 
 
______________________________________________    
Signature                                                  Date 
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Section A. Here are a number of statements that describe behaviors individuals may engage in at work. 
Reflecting on your behavior at work in the past six months; please circle the number that best reflects 
your level of agreement with each statement. 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
   Strongly 
Agree 
1. I help others who have been absent  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I help others who have heavy work loads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I help orient new people even though it is not required  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I willingly help others who have work related problems  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I do not take long lunches or breaks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I am punctual every day, regardless of weather, traffic, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I do not take extra breaks  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I obey organizational rules, regulations and procedures even 
when no one is watching 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I talk about wanting to quit my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I spend a lot of time complaining about trivial matters  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I tend to focus on what’s wrong with my situation, rather than 
the positive side  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I tend to make “mountains out of molehills” (make problems 
bigger than they are)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I take steps to try to prevent problems with other workers  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I “touch base” with others before taking any important actions  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I do not abuse the rights of others  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. I consult with others who might be affected by my actions or 
decisions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I attend and participate in meetings regarding my organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I attend functions that are not required, but that help my 
organization’s image  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I keep abreast of changes in my organization  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I keep up with developments in my organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section B. Oftentimes, employees engage in discretionary behaviors that are not directly or explicitly 
recognized by the organization’s formal reward system, even though such behaviors do promote the 
effective functioning of the organization.  
By discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not an enforceable requirement of the employees’ role or 
job description. The behavior is rather a matter of personal choice.  
Examples of these behaviors include: 
 helping colleagues who have heavy workloads or work-related problems                           
 not taking unnecessary breaks or time off work 
 touching base with colleagues about your decisions and actions that may affect them        
 not complaining over trivial things 
 attending meetings and keeping up with important issues that may affect the organization 
Please rate how relevant each of the following reasons was to your decisions to engage in those 
discretionary behaviors. 
 Not at all 
relevant 
 
Very much 
relevant 
1. Because I care about benefiting others through my work.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Because I want to help others through my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Because I want to have positive impact on others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Because it is important to me to do good for others through my 
work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. To avoid looking bad in front of others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. To avoid looking lazy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. To look better than my co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. To avoid a reprimand from my boss. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Because I fear appearing irresponsible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. To look like I am busy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. To stay out of trouble. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Because rewards are important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Because I want a raise. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. To impress my co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Because I want to understand how the organization works. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Because I care what happens to the company. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Because I want to be fully involved in the company. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Because I feel pride in the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Because the organization values my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Because I have a genuine interest in my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Because I want to be a well-informed employee. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. To keep up with the latest developments in the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. Because the organization treats me fairly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. Because I am committed to the company. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section C. Please indicate the extent to which you perceive the following behaviors as part of your job 
requirements or beyond your job requirements. The response scale was anchored by the statements 
definitely exceeds my job requirements (1) and definitely part of my job (7).  
We defined the anchors as follows:  
Behaviors that are part of your job are those that you may be rewarded for doing or punished for not 
doing.  
Behaviors that exceed your job requirements are those that you don’t have to do—you wouldn’t be 
rewarded for doing them, nor would you be punished if you didn’t do them. 
 
Definitely 
exceeds my job 
requirements 
  
Definitely 
part of my 
job 
1. Helping others who have been absent  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Helping others who have heavy work loads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Helping orient new people  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Willingly helping others who have work related problems  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Not taking long lunches or breaks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Being punctual every day, regardless of weather, traffic, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Not taking extra breaks  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Obeying organizational rules, regulations and procedures 
even when no one is watching 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Not talking about wanting to quit my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Not spending a lot of time complaining about trivial matters  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Focusing on the positive side of my situations, rather than 
what’s wrong  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Not blowing problems out of proportion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Taking steps to prevent problems with other workers  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Touching base with others before taking any important 
actions  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Not abusing the rights of others  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Consulting with others who might be affected by my actions 
or decisions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Attending and participating in meetings regarding the 
organization 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Attending functions that help the organization’s image  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Keeping abreast of changes in the organization  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Keeping up with developments in the organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section D. Feelings about your age 
 Please answer the following questions by circling the response that best describes you. 
 Never  Very often 
1. How often do you think about your age and getting older? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Not at all   Very much 
2. How much are you preoccupied with thoughts about your 
age? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. How important is your age when you think about 
yourself? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 Sometimes people feel older or younger than they actually are in years. For each statement below, please 
circle the number that best describes the way you feel about your age. 
 A lot 
younger 
than my age 
Somewhat 
younger 
than my age 
About the 
same as my 
age 
Somewhat 
older than 
my age 
A lot older 
than my age 
1) In general, I feel... 1 2 3 4 5 
2) My interests and activities 
are most like those who are… 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
A lot 
younger 
than most 
people my 
age 
Somewhat 
younger 
than most 
people my 
age 
Neither 
younger nor 
older than 
most people 
my age 
Somewhat 
older than 
most people 
my age 
A lot older 
than most 
people my 
age 
3) Most of the time I FEEL… 1 2 3 4 5 
4) Most of the time I LOOK… 1 2 3 4 5 
5) People who know me 
casually regard me as… 
1 2 3 4 5 
6) People who know me very 
well regard me as… 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 If your answer to the first item of the previous six age-related questions indicates you in general feel younger 
or older than your age, could you please specify how old you feel in years? (If your answer was “the same as 
my age,” you can move to the next question.) 
      ___________ years old 
 
 Please specify which of these age groups you THINK you really belong to:  
 
 Age Groups 
 16-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 ≥ 66 
1. I FEEL as though I am in my…       
2. I LOOK as though I am in my…       
3. I DO most things as though I were in my…       
4. My INTERESTS are mostly those of a 
person in his/her… 
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 In your view, which of the following descriptive age categories fits you most? 
Very Young     Young      Middle Aged     Old     Very Old 
 
Section E. Information about you. All information will be kept confidential and used only for 
statistical analyses. 
1. You are: Female       Male 
2. What is your racial/ethnic background?  
Asian       Black/African American       Latino/Hispanic       White/Caucasian 
Other (please specify):__________________ 
3. In what year were you born? _____________ Year born 
 
4. Compared with your coworkers in your work unit, would you describe yourself as:  
A lot younger    
Somewhat younger 
Neither younger nor older 
Somewhat older 
A lot older 
5. How long have you: 
   a) been employed by your current organization?  ______Years ______Months 
   b) been in your current position?  ______Years ______Months 
                                    c) worked in the field of parks and recreation?  ______Years ______Months 
6. Which of the following category would best describe your current position level? 
Top management position Non-supervisory position 
Middle management position Other (please specify): ____________________ 
Junior management position  
7. How many employees do you supervise? 
Full-time employees: __________ person(s)  Part-time employees: _________ person(s) 
8. What is your functional area in your organization? 
 Administration/public relations/information technology 
 Golf operations/golf services     
 Park operations/park services/park development/facility management     
 Recreation (aquatics, fitness, sports, cultural programs, etc.)  
 Other (please specify):____________________ 
9. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
Elementary school        Bachelor’s degree      
Some high school (no diploma)       Master’s degree      
High school diploma       Doctorate degree      
Some college, but no degree      Other (please specify):_____________ 
Associate degree       
10. How many full-time employees are presently working for your organization? _________ employees 
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Section G. Thank you for taking our survey. You are eligible to participate in the drawing by 
completing this survey. If you would like to participate in this prize drawing, please fill out the 
following contact information. The researchers cannot guarantee confidentiality while your 
personal information is in the mail along with your survey responses. The contact information you 
provide here will be used for the prize drawing only and entered into a database independent of 
your survey responses. This page will be kept separately from the rest of the questionnaire in a 
locked location. The drawing will be held after the survey is closed. Five winners will be randomly 
selected from the eligible respondents. Each of them will be rewarded with a $25 Target gift card. 
We will notify the winners via email before mailing out the gift cards.   
 
Your Name:_________________________________ 
                     (print) 
 
Email:______________________________________ 
                                            (print) 
 
 
Your address:_____________________________________________________________________ 
(print) 
 
 
 
 
 
